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MINUTES OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF BROOKLYN CENTER IN THE COUNTY OF 

HENNEPIN AND THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 

July 9, 2026 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER 

 
The Planning Commission meeting was called to order by Chair Koenig at 7:21 p.m. 
 
2.  ROLL CALL 

 
Chair Alexander Koenig, and Commissioners Stephanie Jones, Paris Dunn, Stan Leino, Mark 
Viste, and Stephen Schonning were present.  Interim Deputy Community Development Director 
and Planning Manager Ginny McIntosh and Planner Krystin Eldridge were also present. 
 
Commissioner Christensen was absent. 
 
3.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA – JULY 9, 2026 
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Dunn seconded by Commissioner Schonning, to approve 
the agenda for the July 9, 2026, meeting as presented.   
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
4.  CHAIR’S EXPLANATION 
 
Chair Koenig explained the Planning Commission’s role as an advisory body.  One of the 
Commission’s functions is to hold public hearings.  In the matters concerned in these hearings, the 
Commission makes recommendations to the City Council.  The City Council makes all final 
decisions in these matters. 
 
5.  PLANNING APPLICATION ITEMS 
 

5a.  Planning Commission Application No. 2026-005 (PUBLIC HEARING) 
Applicant: Alan Milavetz (Milavetz Injury Law, P.A.) 
Request:  Ordinance Amendment (Text) 
Summary: The Applicant is requesting an ordinance amendment to Chapter 35 

of the City Code of Ordinances, Section 35-5609 (Fences), to 
include provisions for fences in the C (Commerce – Service/Office) 
District.  

 
Planner Krystin Eldridge reviewed a request for an Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 35. 
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Ms. Eldridge showed a picture and noted that all the black boxes around the map represent the C 
District properties for which the ordinance would be changed.  
 
Ms. Eldridge stated that the Applicant, Alan Milavetz (Milavetz Injury Law, P.A.), is requesting 
the ordinance amendment to Chapter 35-5609.  A public hearing was published in the Brooklyn 
Center Sun Post on June 25, and a notice was published on the City website.  She shared that in 
December 2025, City Staff were informed that a fence was being installed without a permit, and it 
was determined that the fence would not be permitted in the C District where the property is 
located.  City Staff advised the Applicant that a Planning Commission application was needed and 
it would have to be reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council.  She shared that the 
fence on the Applicant’s property is taller than generally permitted in the front yard of residential 
district properties, which is a maximum of four feet.  There are taller fences in front yards in the 
MX-B and I Districts, which are mostly for screening outdoor storage.  She added that the proposed 
text amendment considers maximum fence heights within the C District and the clear view triangle.  
 
Ms. Eldridge shared that recently the owner has reported an increase in foot traffic across the 
property from neighboring properties.  The fence was installed to discourage pedestrians from 
using the property.  The property is located along Lilac Drive North and 57th Avenue North, next 
to Family Dollar, O’Reilly’s, and Speedway.  She explained that the purpose of the C District is to 
support commerce activity in the form of retail sales, eating establishments, service/office uses, 
repair/service uses, medical and health uses, contract/construction office uses, educational uses, 
and other uses similar in nature, as determined by City Council.  She added that there are 21 
properties in the C District.  Some of the most well-known properties include: Health Partners, 
Casey’s, Christy’s Auto, O’Reilly’s, Family Dollar, Metro Dentalcare, and some smaller office 
buildings.  
 
Ms. Eldridge explained that after reviewing other cities and what those cities are doing with their 
C Districts and the fences in those districts, mostly, in those cities, they follow the same pattern 
that Brooklyn Center follows: four-foot fences in front yards for residential and six to eight feet in 
industrial districts.  Generally, if the suburb is farther out, they will permit up to eight-foot fences, 
but for some first-ring suburbs, the max is six feet.  She reviewed Bloomington, Eagan, Crystal, 
Richfield, New Hope, and Golden Valley to get an idea of what other cities are doing.  She noted 
that industrial fences are typically utilized to screen their outdoor storage or visitors to the property.  
These regulations are generally in line with the fencing allowances within the City.  She added that 
City Staff visited all the properties in the C District.  All of those fences are located at the rear of 
the property, mostly for screening from neighboring properties.  Many of the fences in the C 
District were installed before the City had its fence code provisions.  
 
Ms. Eldridge shared pictures of the property.  She explained that there is a stop sign where the 
fence borders the curve.  There is a picture of the location of the stop sign on the property that 
Staff is asking the Applicant to either remove or reduce the height and also to submit a permit for 
the fence.  She pointed out that the stop sign at the corner of the fence is considered the clear view 
triangle.  That is defined in the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) as a triangular area that is 
formed where the curb or street intersects, where objects shall not materially impede views 
between the heights of two and a half and ten feet.  Basically, when cars get up to the stop sign, 
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they should be able to see around the corner for safety and see any pedestrians approaching the 
stop sign or the curve as well.   For every corner, the City does not like to see any obstructions 
there.  As installed, the fence is approximately 61 inches in height; the Applicant was notified that 
any visual obstructions within a clear view triangle would need to be removed, and City Staff will 
not support the installation of obstructions within this defined area.  She also provided a picture of 
Casey’s in the C District and explained that there is a fence all around the property.  Part of it 
belongs to MnDOT, but the black iron fence is theirs and was installed before the City Fence Code; 
it is 53 inches.  
 
Ms. Eldridge stated that, under the ordinance amendment, a permit is required before installing 
any fence taller than two and a half feet.  The ordinance also requires that fences adjacent to public 
sidewalks and trails be set back a minimum of two feet from the sidewalk or trail.  She noted that 
the amendment added code for the C Districts that was not considered previously.   These include 
allowable heights for the front yard: a non-opaque fence that should not exceed four feet in height 
at the front property line.  Fences located on the secondary corner or any frontages abutting a street 
may not exceed four feet in height.  In the C District, no fence shall exceed six feet in height in the 
side and rear property lines.  She shared that in reviewing the request for ordinance amendments, 
certain amendment criteria shall be considered as outlined under section 35-71304.  Generally, all 
criteria are reviewed when considering ordinance amendments; some do not apply to the property, 
but most were in line with what the City is looking for.   
 
She explained that in the UDO and the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, fences are permitted in 
residential districts in the front yard.  Business Mixed-Use and Industrial District properties are 
allowed a non-opaque fence up to eight feet in the front yard setback.  She added that no fence is 
permitted in the triangle to ensure safe access and sightlines for pedestrians and vehicles 
approaching the right-of-way.  She noted that fences installed before the new permit process were 
often approved as part of the City’s screening requirements to shield incompatible uses such as 
commercial uses from residential uses.  She noted that if a parking lot has six or more cars, those 
lots generally need to be screened from other properties to prevent headlight illumination or other 
negative impacts.  Today, City Staff require verification of property boundaries before constructing 
any fence and still maintain the City screening requirements for new developments.   
 
She stated that today’s C District is a scaled-back version of the former C1 and C2, which were 
overwhelmingly retired in 2023 to accommodate the introduction of districts that offered mixed 
uses.  The largest C Districts are located near Highway 252, the 94/694 corridor, and Brooklyn 
Boulevard.  She added that most of those districts are C2 or PUD C2, so they already agree with 
other variances and agreements included in their districts, and they will keep the C2 designation 
under the New Code.  She stated that City Staff do see merit beyond the interest of any particular 
owner in that ornamental, non-opaque fences can provide certain aesthetic improvements to a 
property while serving a more practical purpose. Given the City’s history in allowing for fencing 
to be installed on C1 and C2 district properties, there is precedent in continuing to allow for certain 
types of fencing, so long as it remains true to the intent and purpose of the district and 
complementary to adjacent uses.  
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OPEN TO PUBLIC COMMENTS – APPLICATION NO.  2026-005  
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Leino, seconded by Commissioner Schonning, to open the 
public hearing on Application No.  2026-005. 
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Alan Milavetz, the Applicant, stated that he is the owner of the property and would provide some 
background because it is useful to hear.  He noted that the ordinance is very difficult to understand, 
at least for a business owner.  He shared that the business has been in the building for 42 years and 
is located between Speedway and Dollar General.  There is a parking lot in front of the building, 
and in 2018, there was a substantial addition to the building which also took down a fence that had 
divided the building from the Dollar Store.   That fence was never put back up, but in 2023 they 
added fencing in the backyard, and no permit was required at the time.  He stated that last year a 
company was hired to install the fence, and he or the contractor did not know that there was now 
an ordinance in place in the City.   
 
The fence is a metallic ornamental fence and was installed because cars would enter the lot and 
then, to access the Dollar Store, drive over the berm between the two lots, destroying rows of lilacs 
that had been replanted several times over three years.  He added that the lack of a fence also 
created a situation where pedestrians were riding bikes or skateboarding through the parking lot 
where people were driving rather than up onto the sidewalk itself.   He explained that some people 
in the neighborhood did not respect the idea of the building being an office and would sleep, use 
drugs, or socialize in the parking lot.  By adding a fence, traffic has moved out into the street, 
which is more predictable for drivers and pedestrians, and has made quite a difference.  He shared 
that he understands the main issue is the clear view in the front, which he is willing to work with 
the City to change so that it complies with the ordinance, and to reduce part of the fence to at least 
four feet on the northernmost part of the fence.  
 
Commissioner Leino asked whether most clients or customers enter off 57th Avenue.  Mr. Milavetz 
noted that it is the only access.  
 
Chair Koenig noted that the Applicant had stated that he would not have any issue with reducing 
the clear view triangle or any of the other minor recommendations that are put forth to him.  Mr. 
Milavetz stated that he would like to keep the northernmost part of the fence up to six feet because 
it is already installed and would cost more money to remove it.  He understands that it is his fault, 
but the fence is installed; it is opaque and does not interfere with the ability to see cars.  He noted 
being agreeable to moving it so there is a clear view triangle with no obstruction. 
 
Chair Koenig asked about a picture that shows where the fence needs to be reduced.  Ms. Eldridge 
stated that the clear view triangle goes back to about the middle of the trees and needs to be reduced 
to two and a half feet.  
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Chair Koenig stated that he has been to the business and would say there is a relatively adequate 
view of the traffic, but to accommodate the ordinance, which would eventually translate to other 
locations where it may not be as visible or safe as this particular fence appears to be.  He would 
defer to what is being recommended even though there is a cost.  He noted that the fence was not 
installed intentionally to go against the ordinance, but rather to replace what was there.  The reason 
for building the fence was understandable, as it makes things far safer. 
 
Ms. McIntosh reminded everyone that the meeting is still in the public hearing portion, so to make 
sure there was not anyone else who wished to speak.  Chair Koenig stated they would pause with 
Mr. Milavetz to see if anyone else wished to speak.  
 
MOTION TO CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENTS (HEARING) 
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Leino, seconded by Commissioner Jones, to close the public 
hearing on Application No.  2026-005. 
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Koenig noted that the Applicant is willing to make the required changes.  He noted that the 
business is a long-time business in the City and he appreciated the Applicant’s willingness to come 
to the Commission and to accommodate any changes. 
 
Commissioner Leino asked whether, if the Commission recommends this and the Council 
approves, the Applicant would have to get a permit.  Then the permit will spell out where the fence 
is allowed to be and the height.  He noted that he did not want the Applicant to have to come back 
again.  Ms. McIntosh stated that the Applicant would need to obtain a fence permit, as that is now 
required as of 2023 and is a $25 permit.  The permit is required to ensure people think through 
where fences are placed, especially when they are on their own property.  She added that it is the 
largest reason why the ordinance was added in the first place.  She shared that the clear view 
triangle is not just City-specific; Public Works, Hennepin County, and the City all follow the clear 
view triangle regulations.   
 
She explained that Hennepin County Public Works has a slightly different calculation, measuring 
from the center line grade of the road, whereas the City measures from private property to the 
property line.  Essentially, anything higher than two and a half feet within that range is considered 
an obstruction and needs to be below two and a half feet.  So there does need to be some revisions 
to make sure the fence is out of the clear view triangle.  She added that within the required front 
yard setback, which is the first 35 feet from the property line, the fence cannot exceed four feet.  
After that, it could go up to six feet.  
 
Chair Koenig asked if this ordinance is something that will go Citywide.  Ms. McIntosh stated yes.  
 
Commissioner Leino stated that in looking at the zoning slide, this is not a huge swath of Brooklyn 
Center and it is not something that he is worried about.  He added that the benefit of this application 
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is that there is now a clearer picture: if someone is in one of the zoning districts, there is precedent, 
and there are rules to follow.  He noted there is no reason not to proceed with this.  
 
Commissioner Dunn asked if the commissioners were mainly addressing the red box shown around 
the corner of the parcel. Ms. Eldridge noted that was correct and that is where the Code affects the 
fence.  She added that for the clear view triangle, the fence has to be two and a half feet, and 
currently it is five feet.  Then once it gets past the 25 feet going back, the fence can be four feet, 
and once the fence gets past the 35 feet it can be six feet.  
 
Mr. Milavetz noted that, rather than bringing the fence down to two and a half feet, the fence will 
jog in along the same angle as the clear view triangle.  He added that it does not look as good, but 
that is what needs to be done.  Chair Koenig added that it would mitigate any liability.  
 
Commissioner Schonning stated that he rides a bike a lot, and with the fence the way it is now and 
the driveway there, there are some difficulties seeing.  He noted liking the way that the fence looks, 
but he has seen some of the angled fences that the Applicant was discussing installing, and he liked 
the way those looked as well.  
 
ACTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION 
NO. 2026-005 SUBMITTED BY ALAN MILAVETZ 
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Leino seconded by Commissioner Dunn, to recommend 
City Council approval of Planning Commission Application 2026-005 for an Ordinance 
Amendment for C Zoning Districts. 
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
And the following voted against the same:  None. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 

5b.  Planning Commission Application No. 2026-006 (PUBLIC HEARING)_   
Applicant: AWC Holdings LLC | Economic Development Authority of 

Brooklyn Center 
Property Address:  6500 Camden Avenue North 
Request:  Planned Unit Development Amendment, Site and Building 

Plan (Major) 
Summary: The Applicant is requesting review and consideration of a request to 
relocate from their existing location at 1601 Freeway Boulevard and construct a 
new, approximately 5,270-square-foot restaurant, bar, and event facility with an 
outdoor patio.  The City’s Economic Development Authority currently owns the 
Subject Property. It will require site and building plan approval, as well as an 
amendment to the existing Planned Unit Development due to the proposed use and 
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a request for flexibility (variance) from the minimum 40-foot rear setback along 
Trunk Highway 252.  

 
Interim Deputy Community Development Director and Planning Manager Ginny McIntosh 
reviewed a request for major site and building plan and major planned unit development (PUD) 
amendments. 
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that AWC Holdings, the Applicant, is requesting review and consideration of 
a proposal to relocate Jambo Africa from its existing location at 1601 Freeway Boulevard to 
construct a new approximately 5,700-square-foot restaurant, bar, and event facility with indoor 
and outdoor patios at 6500 Campton Avenue North.  The property is owned by the City’s Economic 
Development Authority (EDA) and will require a site and building plan approval as well as an 
amendment to the PUD.  This is due, specifically on the PUD side, to requests for certain 
flexibilities, including a variance to the minimum 40-foot rear setback along 252, as well as the 
termination of fiber cement as a Class I building material.  She shared that the property is located 
on approximately 1.62 acres, is a PUD/C2, and is guided as commercial in the 2040 Plan.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared a picture of the property, which is currently a parking lot and has long been 
one, last serving any real purpose in the 1990s.  
 
Ms. McIntosh explained that the property is owned by the EDA and is situated north of TopGolf.  
The Applicant originally entered into a purchase and development agreement with the EDA for the 
property in November 2024.  The EDA recently approved, amended, and restated the purchase and 
development agreement at their meeting on June 22.  This specifically allowed the Applicant 
additional time to work through the Planning Commission process and, assuming approval, to 
move to closing and construction.  As proposed, the development would be closed on Mondays, 
operate Tuesdays 11:00 a.m. to 1:30 a.m., Wednesday through Saturday from 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 
a.m., and Sundays from 5:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. 
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that Chapter 35 of the City Code provides that any PUDs that were in place 
before the adoption of the City’s current UDO or Zoning Code can remain in effect and subject to 
any agreements, conditions, and standards that applied to that PUD. Still, they will be processed 
in accordance with the procedures identified in the current UDO.  She explained that for the City’s 
PUD criteria, Staff reviews applications against certain criteria, specifically whether the 
development is compatible with the standards, purposes, and intent of this Section.  The application 
is assessed against the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, the impact the development plan has on 
the neighborhood where it is to be located, and the adequacy of site organization relative to density, 
circulation, parking facilities, public facilities, recreational areas, open spaces, buffering, and 
landscaping.   
 
She noted that for PUD amendments, a major amendment is triggered in numerous ways, but the 
big one here is that it is new construction and a new use that was not contemplated in the approval.  
She pointed out that with this property and TopGolf, there is a PUD amendment and a reported 
declaration with restrictions and covenants on it, as well as easements that specify that they have 
to go through the site and building plan approval process.  She shared that the PUD that the 
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property is currently operating under was originally established for the Regal Theatres 
development that was originally on what is now TopGolf, and the Subject Property was its parking 
lot.  To facilitate redevelopment of the property at 6420 Campton, which is TopGolf, the City 
acquired some MnDOT excess land in 2017 to allow for the extension of Camden Avenue North.  
In return, TopGolf allowed the conveyance of their excess land to the EDA.  She mentioned that 
there is the PUD, and amendments were made that contemplated underground storm storage and 
construction of a multi-tenant building at one point.  She pointed out that the amendment identified 
TopGolf and the Subject Property for commercial recreational/entertainment use, with the 
commercial lot for the Subject Property being used as an interim use for a park and ride at the time. 
 
TopGolf and the Subject Property have use restrictions under this PUD agreement, specifically for 
the Subject Property.  There are limitations.  The EDA Property can currently be used only for park 
and ride, except as otherwise permitted. The use on the Subject Property should conform to the 
regulations for applicable C2 districts, so the proposed use of the particular property as described 
would be considered a special use under the C2 district, so it is an outlined use.  She added that 
any additional buildings or structures require site plan approval by the Council, and there is also a 
provision that the Subject Property must comply with certain paragraphs of the agreement unless 
there is a rezoning or classification change.   
 
She stated that some flexibilities are being requested as part of the amendment to the PUD to move 
the project forward, the first being the elimination of the Subject Property’s interim use as a Metro 
Transit Park and Ride.  Next is the allowance of the proposed bar, restaurant, and events center use 
within the PUD.  She noted that historically, there was no clear definition of the C2 District, and 
it has fallen under recreation and amusement places that are allowed as a special use in the C2 
District.  There has also been a request for flexibility for a variance to the 40-foot rear setback, 
fronting along 252 to 35.6 feet, because there are very large drainage utility easements that will 
not be relocated and run through the center of the property.  The final flexibility is determining 
whether the fiber cement product in their plans should be considered Class I building material 
rather than Class II.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared a picture of the drainage and utilities easements that limit where development 
can occur and are the reason for the request for the reduced rear yard setback.  
 
Ms. McIntosh explained that any time a new building is constructed, or a notable addition is added, 
it would trigger a site and building plan requirement in the City Code.  The property is currently 
vacant, so that is a 100 percent change.  She added that the PUD agreement also requires site plan 
approval from Council.  For site and building plan approval, certain criteria must be met when 
reviewing applications.  Applications must comply with the applicable requirements of the UDO 
or obtain a variance or a PUD amendment to allow the flexibility.  This ensures that residential 
uses are protected from the adverse effects of a non-residential use, that the development is 
consistent with the use and character of surrounding properties, and that safe conditions are 
provided for pedestrians and motorists and that pedestrian and vehicular ways are not arranged 
dangerously.  
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Ms. McIntosh showed a picture of the development and noted that the building will be located on 
the easternmost side of the site.  The facility would be constructed on one level, with large dancing 
and dining areas, some lounge-style dining areas, as well as private dining areas.  There is a large 
bar located at the north end of the dancing and dining area that would back up to a large commercial 
kitchen.  Then on the east side of the property, there would be a large indoor/outdoor patio space. 
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that for architectural materials, the building will be constructed of a mix of 
fibrous event paneling, stucco, glass, stone, and metal panel.  She noted that the east elevation with 
the patio space would have some garage doors that could be rolled up when the weather is good.  
The west and south elevations would provide the main access to the main entrance, and the north 
elevation is the side with the least architectural detail because it is constrained by the right-of-way 
and blocked by the gas station to the north.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared a night rendering of the restaurant space as well as the elevation and 
breakdown of the materials.  
 
Ms. McIntosh explained that the City’s architectural guidelines under the old code required 
commercial buildings to have four sides with at least 50 percent Class I and the remaining Class 
II materials.  The Class I materials would have been glass, masonry, stone, stucco, or marble.  She 
noted that the Applicant is requesting flexibility for their fiber cement products to be classified as 
Class I materials rather than Class II.  The Applicant provided details about material warranties, 
as well as a list of projects across the United States and the products' wide adoption in those states.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared that for traffic, access, circulation, and connection, access to the site is gained 
off of Camden and is really the only way into the site, which is the same for TopGolf.  She stated 
that this site does not have any curb-cut access from its own site.  There is an access easement in 
place under the declaration that is filed for the property, so access is gained off of TopGolf’s 
property.  She added that it allows pedestrian and vehicular access.  There are provisions stating 
that access cannot be blocked, but generally access can be gained from the access point on 
TopGolf’s property.   
 
She explained that the Applicant’s development team sent a breakdown of different areas of the 
building.  Staff reviewed the calculations and found that some assumptions treated partial or half 
use of the dining booths in the dining areas as fully utilized, so Staff broke down the different areas 
of the building and ended up with different assumptions.  Staff assumed 100 percent occupancy or 
occupant mode, 50 percent occupancy, and the potential for 0 percent occupancy in certain areas 
of the building.  For instance, the patio and the private dining room had different assumptions.   
 
If the dancing and dining area were being fully utilized for an event that night, perhaps there would 
not be staff dedicated to the private dining room or to handle additional customers in the patio 
space.  She shared that, using this information, Staff broke things down using different assumptions 
to get a range of what the parking needs might look like.  She called out that for the largest space 
within the building, there was an assumption of five square feet being set aside per person for the 
dining and dancing area.  She noted that the building official typically uses the seven-square-foot 
calculation per person for an assembly occupancy.  Staff used that information to see how it would 
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change the parking requirements and found that it alone moved the parking requirements for the 
dancing and dining area, which is 1600 square feet, from 148 down to 117 if fully utilized.  She 
stated that as is, the proposal would provide for 158 parking spaces.  However, after talking to the 
building official and deputy fire marshal, they determined that the north parking lot has six staff 
parking spaces at an angle, which would need to be removed or modified because of the fire access 
on that side.  That requires a 20-foot width so fire trucks can actually deploy the stabilizing 
equipment.  The change would likely bring down the parking spaces to 152.  She pointed out that 
parking needs range from 148 to 214, but 214 may not be in the realm of possibility, as that would 
maximize every space.  
 
Ms. McIntosh explained that for lighting, the Applicant will need to resubmit their photometric 
plan, as it does not provide the detailing necessary to determine whether the Code requirements 
are met.  Generally, when the City receives a photometric plan, there are a bunch of little dots or 
spot illuminations, which makes it easier, especially for parking lots.  The lighting schedule will 
also need to be resubmitted as the photometric does not contemplate lighting for the building.  
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that for trash and screening, a new enclosure is proposed for the northeast 
corner of the Subject Property.  It would be composed of some synthetic lumber or cedar fencing 
material.  The Applicant provided turning/movement diagrams, but given the changes that the 
building official and deputy fire marshal are requesting, they may want to modify those.  She 
shared that ground-mounted equipment and roof-mounted equipment need to be screened.  That is 
the City Code requirement.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared that the City provided a copy of the Landscape Point System Policy 
Worksheet for landscaping, which was used when Regal Theaters was there.  The City also 
provided a copy of the current provisions and the new Code.  The Applicant provided a tree 
preservation plan and a landscape plan.  She pointed out that recorded documentation on file shows 
that this property has certain landscaping restrictions within an identified setback area.  City Staff 
reviewed that, and it does not appear, other than the existence of some existing trees along Camden 
Avenue North, that there would be any violations.  She noted that there is a provision for trees 
within parking median areas, which is a requirement of the new Code, and that the majority of 
landscaping is on the eastern portion of the Subject Property, specifically around the patio space.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared that no specific signage requests were made as part of the Application 
submittal.  Any new signage would be required to comply with the provisions outlined for signage 
under the City’s former Sign Code (Chapter 34), which applies to an underlying C2 District zoning 
designation.  It should be noted that the recorded Declaration of Easements with Covenants and 
Restrictions identifies a sign easement area for use by the adjacent property, TopGolf.  
 
Ms. McIntosh pointed out that the Assistant City Engineer did review the plans.  The plans were 
also submitted to both MnDOT and Metro Transit, but a response is typically not heard until the 
end.  In this particular case, the parking lot had an interim use for park-and-ride with Metro Transit.  
The City had an ongoing lease agreement on a one-year increment basis.  The last one dated back 
to 2023, and there is language in there that requires a formal written notice of termination.   If the 
City does not want to continue, then a 30-day notice must be sent.  She shared that in working with 
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the development team, there is an ADA walkway or trail connection between the Subject Property 
and a bus stop on 252.  The City will need to figure out how to proceed, specifically with the 
proposed changes to 252.  She added that additional comments were made regarding the provision 
of a construction management plan, easement agreements for any private utilities and storm, and 
the provision of as-builts.  
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that the building official typically only gives a cursory review.  She noted that 
a modification to the parking space is on the north side of the building; fire sprinkler and 
monitoring system are required for the installation.  There was also discussion about the need for 
an additional fire hydrant, so the City would need to work with the Applicant on that.  The 
Applicant would need to meet ADA requirements, SAC determinations for sewer with the Met 
Council, and any associated fees.  Because of the use, the Applicant would also have to work with 
the Hennepin County Health Department.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared the anticipated permitting and conditions of approval.  Any major changes 
or modifications to the site and building plan, if approved, would need to go back through the 
Planning Commission process.  As for the revisions to the north parking lot, providing a 
photometric plan and extra specifications.  She noted that unless amended otherwise or under a 
separate agreement, the existing PUD is still in place.  Anything that was put into place for TopGolf 
and the Subject Property is still going to be in place except for any of the additional flexibilities.  
She shared that the Applicant and City Staff will need to coordinate with the City Attorney to 
update any recorded documents, the PUD agreement, the declarations, and any other 
documentation for the flexibilities they are requesting.   
 
This will require eliminating the interim use for the park-and-ride lot, the use itself, the flexibility 
for the rear yard setback, and the fiber cement product.  She pointed out that coordination with the 
EDA is needed to work through the termination of the Metro Transit park-and-ride and any 
vacation of the ADA walkway, which is the link to the bus stop off 252.  She added that building 
plans need to be reviewed and approved by the building official and any comments addressed.  
There will also need to be the SAC determination and Hennepin County Health Department 
approvals.  She stated that there will need to be a performance agreement with supporting financial 
guarantee, which is typical for a new development.  The Applicant would also need to obtain a 
City liquor license, a live entertainment license, and signed permits if needed.  
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that the public hearing notice was published in the Sun Post on June 25.  Mail 
notifications were sent to all the properties located within 250 feet of the boundary.   The hearing 
notice was posted on the City website.  
 
OPEN TO PUBLIC COMMENTS – APPLICATION NO.  2026-006 
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Viste, to open the public 
hearing on Application No.  2026-006. 
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
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No one wished to address the Commission.  
 
MOTION TO CLOSE PUBLIC COMMENTS (HEARING) 
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Viste, to close the public 
hearing on Application No.  2026-006. 
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Applicant noted that they appreciate the opportunity.  He shared that he is with Sanders 
Development Group, a commercial estate development company performing mixed-use 
development projects.  He added that LSE, the architectural firm, and the ownership group, Jambo, 
were also present at the meeting.  He noted that they are incredibly excited about creating the 
destination.  
 
Commissioner Leino asked how much bigger the new place is going to be.  The Applicant stated 
it will similar or very close in size.  
 
Commissioner Leino asked what would be done with the old place.  The Applicant noted that it is 
being contemplated to reposition it or potentially make a disposition for potentially a collective 
development.  
 
Commissioner Leino asked if this application would be a replat of the underlying property.  Ms. 
McIntosh stated no.  She added that there are easements that may need to be dedicated, but the 
City is not looking to replat the property.  
 
Commissioner Jones asked what the reason is for the fibrous materials.  The Applicant explained 
that ultimately the City wants a quality product.  The architectural firm has communicated this to 
the Applicant.  He noted that the material is widely used, is visibly attractive for the building, and 
is durable, especially in this environment.  
 
Commissioner Dunn asked if the building would be bigger.  The Applicant stated that it would be 
slightly bigger, about 1,000 to 1,500 square feet.  
 
Commissioner Dunn asked if the hours would be similar to TopGolf.  The Applicant stated it would 
be later than top golf hours.  
 
Commissioner Dunn asked if parking would be a problem.  The Applicant did not think so.  He 
pointed out that the parking is more centralized, so significantly easier to manage.  
 
Chair Koenig asked whether the material is a Class I or a Class II.  The Applicant pointed to the 
architect who described it is a fiber cement board which comes in various qualities, and this is the 
highest quality. Chair Koenig stated that he thinks it is good and will reflect the light well.  He 



PC Minutes 
07-09-26                                                            -13-     DRAFT 

added that it will disperse the water well and should weather well; the material even looks like 
wood at different angles. 
 
Commissioner Leino asked about the access easement and whether the DOT is maintaining it.  Ms. 
McIntosh stated that is a good question and her own question would be how much ridership is 
there at that location.  The Subject Property is isolated and hidden by parking lots, landscaping, 
and a gas station.  Commissioner Dunn shared that there is ridership at the location, but it is way 
down since COVID.  
 
Commissioner Leino asked if, in a perfect world, Metro Transit would abandon the easement.  Ms. 
McIntosh stated that it is correct and is a matter of timing.  She noted that there has been discussion 
of shifting things north to make room for a park-and-ride, but that is still a ways down the road.  It 
will be a discussion point that will have to be worked through.  
 
Chair Koenig stated that there was a prior attempt for the Applicant to find a space, and the sticking 
point was the parking and the patio's proximity to the road.  At the time, he hoped an opportunity 
would arise for a far better location.  He pointed out that this location has far more space, and the 
parking is centralized and manageable.  There is room for more parking if needed.  He agreed that 
the space would be a destination, and he hoped that the Applicant would be able to do the rendering, 
as it looks wonderful.  He noted that, architecturally and aesthetically, the TopGolf lighting is 
beautiful and will add credibility and entice and attract customers.  Lighting goes a long way.  He 
stated that if the Applicant can use limited space to increase the property's aesthetic value through 
the landscape, that will attract people.   Initially, there will be a certain niche that will automatically 
come, but doubling or tripling the business would also be great.  He encouraged the Applicant and 
noted that he was glad this space became available.  
 
Chair Koenig asked if the Applicant had a speculative timeline.  The Applicant shared that they 
are looking to break ground in the next 90 days, assuming everything goes through with the transfer 
of the property.  Chair Koenig shared that he thinks it is a fabulous project; other than the parking, 
it will be able to be worked through.  
 
Commissioner Leino asked about signage and how the Applicant would be able to have signage 
for the business.  Ms. McIntosh explained that under the Chapter 34 Sign Code provisions, the 
City is more gracious about the size of signs.  Commissioner Leino asked about off-site signage.  
Ms. McIntosh stated that the City does not allow off-site signage.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared that, about parking, the Applicant’s existing location has about 50 parking 
spaces; the space being considered has 80 parking spaces, so even if the parking spaces come down 
to the low 150s, it will still be significantly more than what they had.  
 
Commissioner Viste noted that, in the turning diagram, some of the truck access points seem tight.  
Ms. McIntosh shared that the size will likely need to be modified because it is showing six parking 
spaces for staff, and the building official and deputy fire marshal have indicated that those would 
need to either be eliminated because the drive aisle needs to be 20 feet or that other options be 
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considered.  If those six spaces were eliminated, then that would free up space for delivery trucks 
or garbage trucks.  
 
Commissioner Viste asked if the emergency vehicle access and the garbage access are the same.  
Ms. McIntosh stated that they are.  The garbage truck would be going to the trash enclosure because 
the commercial kitchen is on the north side; any delivery trucks are likely going to the kitchen. 
Then, for fire access, given the size of the building and the calculations, the Applicant noted that 
they need a fire access road.  
 
Commissioner Viste asked if there were plans for 252 and the removal of the Holiday Station.  Ms. 
McIntosh stated that the 252 plans are still underway; 66 or 65, depending on how it is looked at, 
is supposed to be an interchange, and there were discussions about removing certain properties, 
but not the Subject Property.  
 
Commissioner Viste asked about snow removal.  The Applicant shared that the design team, 
specifically the Civil Engineer, discussed how snow removal would happen.  There are alleyways 
that the snow can be pushed to the east, behind to the north, and then some to the west as well.  
There is more than enough room for snow removal without impinging on parking.  Ms. McIntosh 
shared the sheet C2 site plan, which has an operational note for snow removal.  All snow shall be 
stored on site outside the parking lot, and when full, the removal company shall remove access 
offsite.  
 
Chair Koenig asked whether the Applicant would be working through the tobacco and liquor 
license that is currently an issue, or just discussing a transfer.  Ms. McIntosh stated that for the 
tobacco and liquor licensing and live entertainment licensing, all are handled by the City Clerk’s 
office.  Her understanding is that the tobacco license cannot be relocated from the property, and 
the City is over capacity for licenses right now.  The Applicant shared that she learned that as long 
as the name is still Jambo Africa and the license is in Brooklyn Center, the license should be able 
to transfer.  Chair Koenig stated this is something the Applicant should look into right away.  
 
ACTION TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION 
NO. 2026-006 SUBMITTED BY AWC HOLDING LLC | ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY OF BROOKLYN CENTER 
 
There was a motion by Chair Koenig, seconded by Commissioner Jones, to recommend City 
Council approval of Planning Commission Application 2026-006 for an amended Planned Unit 
Development and a major site and building plan at 6500 Campton Avenue North. 
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
And the following voted against the same:  None. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
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Chair Koenig thanked the Applicant for everything that they do.  He wished them great things in 
the next year.  The Applicant thanked the Planning Staff for their support.  
 
6.  DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

6a. Upcoming Planning Commission Applications and Development Updates 
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that the Commission should plan to have an August meeting; there are no 
applications at this point, but City staff has been talking to a lot of people.  One would be for a text 
amendment, and there may be others which could be expansions or developments.  
 
Chair Koenig asked if the applications were for housing or business developments.  Ms. McIntosh 
stated that they were for both and others.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared that there are a bunch of construction projects that might be wrapping up 
soon and businesses that might be opening soon.  She noted needing to follow up with New 
Horizon about a grand opening, as they are relocating and want to be open by the end of July.  
CAPI is on track to open the expanded space in September.  Brooklyn Blvd Dental is under 
construction and wants to wrap up by September.  Luther’s expansion for the service space is set 
to be done soon.  
 
Chair Koenig asked about the former C Alan space.  Ms. McIntosh shared that the developer fell 
through, so at this point City staff are not bringing anything forward, as that would start the clock, 
and they do not want to have default issues.  She has been working with the project manager and 
owner's representative to check in once a viable developer is determined to finish the project.  Chair 
Koenig asked if the two completed homes are available to rent.  Ms. McIntosh stated that the 
current owners talked about renting, but at this point they are trying to sell the property first.  
 
Chair Koenig asked about the Northport development.  Ms. McIntosh stated that there was a 
proposal for townhouses, but it did not work out.  There have been discussions with the EDA about 
identifying a broker, entering into an RFP for a couple of the EDA properties that the City EDA 
owns.  Specifically, Staff is looking at the 5400 block of Brooklyn Boulevard, which is the 
Northport property.  That property is zoned R3, so that could be a medium-density residential or 
townhome development.  The City has also been looking at 1601 James to get that out there on the 
market.  Chair Koenig asked about McNeil.  Ms. McIntosh stated that the property has a 
preliminary development agreement on a portion of the property that the EDA has approved.  
 
Chair Koenig asked about the Opportunity Site.  Ms. McIntosh noted that the Economic 
Development Manager is talking to different development firms that have expressed interest in 
developing different portions of the opportunity site.  
 
Ms. McIntosh shared that the EDA approved Scooters' purchase and development agreement.  She 
is working on executing that document and needs to work through a plat.  She added it may be 
administrative and the Commission may not need to see it.  
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Ms. McIntosh stated that the Social Security office would be opening in July.  That means they are 
vacating 9,000 square feet of space, and the City needs to find someone else to move in.   She 
added that there are also some businesses in the Humboldt Shopping Center that the building 
official is very close to getting their Certificate of Occupancy.  
 
Ms. McIntosh noted that she is working on a Local Improvement District (LID) proposal for a lake 
improvement district on Upper Twin Lake.  She did not think anything needed to come through 
the Commission.  There is a petition to establish one that will likely come through for a public 
hearing with City Council.  She noted that this would be in two cities.  She explained that the DNR 
provides oversight on lake improvement districts, but to establish one, a LID area must be defined.  
In this case, the petitioners identified 75 properties that have direct access to the water, and the 
City owns at least eight properties in the defined LID area.  She added that, to establish the LID, 
they would file the petition in two cities, so a joint powers agreement would have to be established 
with Crystal.  Then the cities have to have their own public hearings, and there is a window of time 
when there could be a referendum to overturn the LID.  Ultimately, those properties could be 
specially assessed annually, and the money collected would be used for a specific scope related to 
water quality.   
 

6b. City Council Updates 
 
Ms. McIntosh stated that City Council is in budgeting season.  The EDA has been trying to have 
meetings on the second Council meeting of every month.  The budget is the big thing right now, 
and the Council is starting to have joint meetings with the Finance Commission.  Chair Koenig 
noted that everyone is welcome to the meetings and that the budgeting season is very important. 
 
7.  ADJOURNMENT 
 
There was a motion by Commissioner Jones, seconded by Commissioner Leino, to adjourn the 
Planning Commission meeting.   
 
Voting on the motion: Chair Koenig and Commissioners Schonning, Viste, Jones, Dunn, and Leino 
voted aye.  The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 
 
 
_______________________________      __________________________________ 
 Ginny McIntosh, Secretary     Alexander Koenig, Chair 
 


