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CITY OF COLUMBUS 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

INTERACTIVE TECHNOLOGY MEETING FORMAT 
STATUTES SECTION 13D.021 

03-19-2025 
 
The 03-19-2025 Planning Commission Meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m Commission Chair 
Lynn Carver-Quinn at the City Hall at 6:00 PM. Present were Planning Commission members Robin 
Wood, Susan Bautch, and Kim Snell, City Council Liaison Jennifer Lattin, City Administrator Jack Davis, 
City Planner Dean Johnson, Assistant Planner Eleanor Hahn, John Young, Scott Wendell, and Janet 
Hegland. 

Planning Commission member Bethany Barrette arrived at the meeting via interactive technology at 
approximately 6:30 p.m. 

The meeting was held in an interactive technology meeting format. 

1. CALL TO ORDER –Planning Commission Meeting – 6:00 p.m.  
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 

3. CONSENT AGENDA 
a. APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA 

Motion by Wood to approve the March 19, 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 
Seconded by Bautch. Roll call vote: Snell – Aye; Bautch – Aye; Wood – Aye; Carver-Quinn – 
Aye. Motion carries.  

b. APPROVAL OF MARCH 5, 2025 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
Motion by Bautch to approve the March 5, 2025 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes. 
Seconded by Wood. Roll call vote: Snell – Aye; Bautch – Aye; Wood – Aye; Carver-Quinn – 
Aye. Motion carries.  

c. APPROVAL OF MARCH 5, 2025 DAVEY TREE CARE CO CUP PUBLIC HEARING 
MINUTES 

Motion by Wood to approve the March 5, 2025 Davey Tree Care Co CUP Public Hearing 
Minutes. Seconded by Bautch. Roll call vote: Snell – Aye; Bautch – Aye; Wood – Aye; Carver-
Quinn – Aye. Motion carries.  
 

4. PUBLIC OPEN FORUM  
Nothing at this time. 

 
5. PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION  

a. PLANNING COMMISSION POLICY 24-01 
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Assistant Planner Eleanor Hahn gave an overview on Policy 24-01, which outlines the 
Planning Commission’s procedure process regarding planning applications. She explained 
that the policy states that each planning matter that requires a public hearing shall have a 
minimum of two planning commission meetings. The first meeting will consist of the public 
hearing, where the commission can receive public input and ask the applicant questions. 
The matter will then be scheduled for the next planning commission meeting, where the 
commission can discuss the matter and make their recommendation. Hahn stated that the 
purpose of the two-week waiting period between the public hearing and the discussion is to 
allow time for the commission to fully investigate the application, and for staff to collect any 
additional information that is requested. She stated that exceptions to the policy can be 
made by City Council for in time-sensitive or emergency situations. 
Chair Carver-Quinn asked how the City Council could waive the two-week waiting period if 
they don’t hear about the application until the public hearing. She went on to say that the 
Commission is allowed to extend the waiting period if they don’t feel as if they have enough 
information but cannot waive the waiting period if there is nothing further to discuss. 
Carver-Quinn stated that she believes that the City should be friendlier to businesses and 
not require extra, unnecessary meetings. 
Wood stated that he agrees that applications should have at least two meetings, in case 
additional information comes up and needs to be considered. He stated that if the waiting 
period needs to be waived, the applicant has time to appeal to the City Council prior to the 
public hearing.  
Bautch stated that she hasn’t experienced the two-week waiting period yet and is fairly 
impartial. She explained that, in her experience, the public hearing is where the commission 
should have all of their questions ready to go, as that is the time when the public is in 
attendance. Carver-Quinn stated that according to the policy, the public hearing is held at 
the first meeting, but no discussion is had until the second meeting. She argued that for 
some applications,  there is no need for a second meeting and that the policy hurts 
businesses by needlessly extending permitting timelines. Wood stated that there have been 
times when the policy is ignored, where a motion is made to recommend the application at 
the first meeting, and he later wishes that a second meeting was held as new questions 
came up after the initial meeting.  
Carver-Quinn asked City Planner Dean Johnson for a comment regarding the policy. Johnson 
stated that as it is the current city policy, it must be followed unless it is changed. However, 
he stated that he acknowledges that the policy may be excessive. He explained that it is the 
responsibility of the planning commission to address questions and resolve concerns at the 
public hearing, when neighbors and community members are present. He stated that any 
application can, and should, be delayed to a second meeting if there are unresolved issues 
from the public hearing. However, a mandatory second meeting can be a burden to 
applicants and residents. Carver-Quinn agreed with Johnson and stated that the City Council 
should be able to trust the planning commission’s recommendations. Johnson reiterates 



Page 3 of 4 
03/19/2025 
Planning Commission Meeting 

that the planning commission should follow the policy as long as it is in place. Carver-Quinn 
requested that Hahn take the policy back to the Council to see if there is any consideration 
to change it. City Council liaison Lattin agreed and stated that she will bring it back up to 
council at the next meeting.  
 

b. SITE PLAN REVIEW – MTW TRUCK WASH  
Assistant Planner Eleanor Hahn stated that the MTW Truck Wash CUP was initially approved 
in the fall of 2024. She explained that the City recently received building permit applications 
for the facility, and there were several small changes to the site plan and building exteriors. 
These changes from the original version need to be approved as a site plan review. She 
stated that this is an example of a type of application that Policy 24-01 does not apply to, as 
Site Plan Reviews do not require public hearings and therefore do not require two planning 
commission meetings. City Planner Dean Johnson explained that it is up to Staff and, 
ultimately, the City Administrator decide whether a change requires a simple site plan 
review or full CUP amendment.  
Hahn listed the three changes in the site plan as: the squaring off of the southern side of the 
building, the addition of an access land and garage door to the mechanical section of the 
building, and the removal of windows and decorative accent materials from the back of the 
building. She stated that any changes approved as a part of a Site Plan Review are still 
contingent on approval from the Building Official, Rice Creek Watershed, City Engineer and 
Fire Department.   

Motion by Wood to recommend approval of the MTW Truck Wash Site Plan Review, as presented 
in the March 3, 2025 Planning Commission Packet. Seconded by Bautch. Roll call vote: Snell – Aye; 
Bautch – Aye; Wood – Aye; Carver-Quinn – Aye. Motion carries.  

 
6. INFORMATION  

a. CITY PLANNER’S REPORT - IN-SERVICE Q&A DISCUSSION 
City Planner Dean Johnson provided an overview of his career in planning and consulting. 
He explained his initial involvement in Columbus’ comprehensive plan in 1996 and his 
ongoing role with the City. He stated that although he technically retired in 2019, he has 
continued to come back to assist in more complicated issues, to mentor new planners, and 
to answer planning commission members questions. He highlighted the importance of 
planning commissions, especially in smaller communities and their responsibility in 
managing development reviews and creating policies.  

 He explained the challenges with creating a comprehensive plan, which will have to begin  
soon, and the increasing difficulties with the Metropolitan Council. He also offered to  
provide refresher training for new planning commission members, emphasizing the  
importance of understanding zoning laws and development processes and ensuring new  
members feel confident in making decisions.  
Commission member Kim Snell stated that on previous committees that she has been a part  
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of, the members coordinated site visits and asked whether the other planning commission  
members would be interested in that. Carver-Quinn stated that they would be interested, as  
long as they keep open meeting law in mind when visiting sites and communicating outside  
of meetings.  
 

b. ASSISTANT PLANNER’S REPORT 
Nothing at this time. 
 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion by Bautch to adjourn. Seconded by Snell. Roll call vote: Barrette – Aye; Snell – Aye; 
Bautch – Aye; Wood – Aye; Carver-Quinn – Aye. Motion carries. Meeting adjourned at 7:02. 
 

 
 

Respectfully Submitted: Recording Secretary Eleanor Hahn. 


