
CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
AGENDA 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
NOVEMBER 18, 2013 

7:00 P.M. 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 
 
CITIZENS COMMENTS - Individuals may address the City Council about any item 
not included on the regular agenda. Specific procedures that are used for Citizens 
Comments are available on notecards located in the rack near the entrance to the 
Council Chambers.  Speakers are requested to come to the podium, state their name and 
address for the clerk's record, and limit their remarks to three minutes. Generally, the 
City Council will not take official action on items discussed at this time, but may typically 
refer the matter to staff for a future report or direct that the matter be scheduled on an 
upcoming agenda. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
CONSENT AGENDA - These items are considered routine and will be enacted by one 
motion. There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember so 
requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and placed 
elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
1. November 4, 2013 City Council Meeting Minutes 

 
2. November 4, 2013 City Council Special Meeting Minutes 

 
3. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes- 

--Park and Recreation Commission, September 26, 2013 
--Planning Commission, October 22, 2013 
 

4. Monthly Reports 
--Administration 
--Community Development 
--Finance 
--Public Works 
--Park and Recreation 

 
5. Verified Claims 



 
6. Purchases 
 
7. Approval of Contract with MN Department of Corrections 

 
8. Developer Escrow Reduction 
 
9. Declaration of LGU for Wetland Conservation Act 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
10. Approval of 2014 Curbside Recycling Budget, City Recycling Fee and Authorize 

Request of S.C.O.R.E. Funding 
 
STAFF AND CONSULTANT REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
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SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING MINUTES 

October 22, 2013 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Solomonson called the October 22, 2013 Shoreview Planning Commission meeting to 

order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

ROLL CALL 
 

The following Commissioners were present:  Chair Solomonson, Commissioners, Ferrington, 

McCool, Proud, Schumer, Thompson and Wenner. 

 

Commissioners Proud and Thompson were absent. 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

MOTION: by Commissioner Wenner, seconded by Commissioner Schumer to approve the  

 October 22, 2013 Planning Commission meeting agenda as submitted. 

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

A correction to the vote on page 7 should be Ayes - 5, Nays - 0 (not 7). 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Wenner to approve the  

 September 24, 2013 Planning Commission meeting minutes, as amended.  

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 3 Nays - 0 Abstain - 2 (Ferrington, McCool) 

 

REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS: 

 

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 

 

The City Council approved the minor subdivision at 5107 Alameda Street and the site and 

building plan review for the Lakeshore Oaks Apartments at 505, 525, 555, 585, and 605 Harriet 

Avenue, as recommended by the Planning Commission.  Language regarding future 

development and recreational needs for the property were put into the Development Agreement. 

 

OLD BUSINESS  

   

VARIANCE/RESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW – EXTENSION  
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FILE NO.:  2463-12-26 

APPLICANT:  JONATHAN GUSDAL AND SONJA HAGANDER/HAMLIN &  

   RUTH HAGANDER 

LOCATION:    3194 OWASSO BOULEVARD  

 

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick 

 

At the October 23, 2012 Planning Commission meeting a variance and Residential Design 

Review was approved for the subject property that included demolition of the existing home and 

detached garage in order to construct a new home.  The property is a substandard riparian lot on 

Lake Owasso.  The variance that was approved was to change the Ordinary High Water (OHW) 

of Lake Owass from 162.95 feet to 95.6 feet as measured to the proposed patio.  This would 

increase the structure setback from West Owasso Boulevard from 114 feet to 177.2 feet. 

 

The proposed new home is for a two-story home with 3-car attached garage.  The lower level 

would be a walk-out.  A new driveway would be put in on the north side of the lot.  The 

significant grading required would be addressed with the building permit application.   

 

Practical difficulty was found regarding setbacks due to the existing home to the south and the 

topography of the subject property.  Shoreland mitigation practices include architectural mass, 

reduction in impervious surface by 9% and rain gardens to help with storm water management. 

 

Due to applicant’s health issues and job changes, an extension has been request.  Staff 

recommends extension of the the applicants’ request for the variance and Residential Design 

Review approval to October 24, 2014.   

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Schumer to extend  

 the variance approval for 3194 West Owasso Boulevard, reducing the minimum  

 setback from the OHW of Lake Owasso and increasing the maximum front yard  

 setback for a new home on the property.  The extension is for one-year, and will  

 expire October 22, 2014.  Conditions attached to the variance approval shall  

 remain in effect. 

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  

 

FILE NO:   2499-13-26 

APPLICANT:  MATTHEW & RACHEL KAREL  

LOCATION:  863 TANGLEWOOD DRIVE  

 

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 

 



DRAFT 
 

3 

This application is for a Conditional Use Permit to build a 400 square foot accessory structure to 

house a hot tub.  The property is 1.77 acres and zoned RE.  The proposed detached accessory 

structure requires a Conditional Use Permit due to its size.   

 

The proposed structure would be located 10 feet from the driveway easement and 38 feet from 

the east lot line.  It would be in the rear yard and not in view from adjacent homes.  The 

proposed structure does conform to the City’s height, screening and design standards.  The 

height of the roof peak is 10 feet, less than the 18 feet permitted.  

 

Property owners within 350 feet were notified of the proposal.  One response was received in 

support of the project.  One response opposes the project because of the proximity to the 

driveway.   Staff finds the application to be in compliance with City standards and recommends 

the application be forwarded to the City Council with a recommendation for approval. 

 

Commissioner Wenner asked if staff has had any discussion with the applicants regarding the 

email from adjacent neighbors regarding the best location for the proposed structure.  Ms. Castle 

stated that she has not discussed the email with the applicants.   

 

Commissioner McCool asked if there have been any enforcement issues regarding debris on the 

property.  Ms. Castle responded that the City’s Code Enforcement Officer will be following up 

regarding any enforcement issues. 

 

Commissioner Ferrington asked if the matter should be tabled to give the neighbors an 

opportunity to further discuss the proposal with the applicants.  Ms. Castle noted that the 

application complies with City standards including the location.  She deferred to City Attorney 

Kelly, who stated the Commission could continue with the public hearing and consider the 

matter in light of testimony and the staff report.  

 

Commissioner Ferrington asked if the location could be changed if this application is approved at 

this meeting.  Ms. Castle stated that minor changes would be permitted.  If the change is small, 

one or two feet and not closer to the driveway, it could be permitted administratively.  She noted 

that the next Planning Commission meeting is December 3, 2013, which would be 60 days after 

the review period allowed for the application. 

 

City Attorney Kelly stated that proper notice has been given for the public hearing at this 

meeting. 

 

Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing. 

 

Mr. Stephen Hoffman, 859 Tanglewood Drive, stated that he wrote the email in question and 

does not want to delay the project.  The concern is that there will be two points along the 

driveway cluttered with outside storage and now this new structure.  If there is any way to 

address, this they would like to work with the applicant and not stop the project.  On a 1.7 acre 

lot there must be another location other than as close as possible to the driveway, although he 

understands there is a septic drain field to avoid.  In discussing this with the applicant, he learned 

that it is more expensive to run electricity and utilities to the structure further into the lot.  He 
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offered to participate financially with some of the extra costs because it would benefit him.  If 

there is no other location, he would like to see landscaped screening planted so they do not see a 

gazebo and items stored outside along the driveway. 

 

Chair Solomonson asked what location Mr. Hoffman would like to see.   Mr. Hoffman stated 

that he would like to see it off the deck or further into the middle of the lot.  Either place would 

be more private.  Moving further is more cost and that is what he is willing to help with.  He 

would also be willing to help with screening costs. 

 

Rachel and Matt Karel, Applicants, stated the application is for the location stated in the 

submittal, which meets setback requirements.  They would be willing to discuss a fence.  It 

would have to be moved more than 100 feet because of the septic drain field.   

 

Commissioner Ferrington asked if evergreens would be considered instead of a fence.  The 

applicants answered that they would prefer trees. 

 

Commissioner McCool asked if the structure could be moved further from the driveway.  Mr. 

Karel responded that it could possibly be moved a couple of feet only.  They are trying to stay as 

far from the drain field as possible. 

 

Commissioner Schumer asked if the hot tub could be put on the deck.  The applicants stated that 

because they want to build a structure around it they do not want it on the deck.  It cannot be put 

on the other side of the property because of the septic tank. 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Wenner, seconded by Commissioner Schumer to close the  

 public hearing. 

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

Commissioners expressed appreciation for the willingness of the applicant and neighbor to work 

together.  It was the consensus of the Commission to add a condition of screening with non-

deciduous vegetation. 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Wenner to recommend  

 the City Council approve the Conditional Use Permit submitted by Matthew and  

 Rachel Karel, 863 Tanglewood Drive, to construct a detached accessory structure on  

 their property, subject to the following conditions with an eighth condition to  

 provide non-deciduous vegetation to provide screening from the road. 

 

1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted with the 

application.  Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, 

will require review and approval by the Planning Commission. 

2. The exterior design and finish of the structure shall be compatible with the dwelling.    

3. A minimum setback of 10-feet is required from the private driveway easement line.   

4. The structure shall not interfere with the septic system located on the property. 

5. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the structure.  
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6. The structure shall be used for the hot tub and other related household items and 

equipment.   

7. The structure shall not be used in any way for commercial purposes.  

 

Said approval is based on the following findings of fact: 

 

1.   The proposed accessory structure will be maintain the residential use and character of the 

property and is therefore in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 

Development Ordinance. 

2.   The primary use of the property will remain residential and is in harmony with the 

policies of the Comprehensive Guide Plan. 

3.   The conditional use permit standards as detailed in the Development Ordinance for 

residential accessory are met. 

4.   The structure and/or land use conform to the Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive 

Guide Plan and are compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

 

VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

 

FILE NO.:  2504-13-31 

APPLICANT: THOMAS & SUSAN WALGREN 

LOCATION:  212 BRIDGE STREET 

 

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 

 

This application is a proposal to build a 175-square foot gazebo, a detached accessory structure 

larger than 150 square feet, which requires a Conditional Use Permit.  The property consists of 

10,720 square feet with an 80-foot width.  It is developed with a single family home with a 3-car 

attached garage. 

 

The rear yard is being re-landscaped and includes a patio, gazebo, hot tub and storm water 

management improvements.  The gazebo would be 12 feet from the property line, and there is 

screening.  The proposal complies with the Conditional Use Permit criteria and Development 

Code standards. 

 

Property owners within 350 feet were notified of the proposal.  Comments of support were 

received.  Staff is recommending the application be forwarded to the City Council for approval. 

 

Commissioner McCool questioned the amount of impervious surface.  Ms. Castle answered that 

impervious surface will be at 37%, which is less than the 40% permitted. 

 

City Attorney Kelly stated that proper notice has been given for the public hearing at this 

meeting. 

 

Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing.  There were no comments or questions. 
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MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Schumer to close the  

 public hearing. 

 

VOTE:    Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to recommend 

 the City Council approve the Conditional Use Permit application submitted by  

 Thomas and Susan Walgren, 212 Bridge Street, to construct a detached accessory  

 structure (gazebo) on their property, subject to the following conditions: 

 

1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted with the 

applications.  Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, 

will require review and approval by the Planning Commission. 

2. The exterior design and finish of the addition shall be consistent with the plans submitted 

and complement the home on the property.    

3. The existing vegetation along that portion of the west side property line adjacent to the 

proposed structure must remain and be maintained.    

4. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the structure. The structure shall comply 

with the Building Code standards. 

5.  The structure shall be used for the recreational and leisure use consistent with the 

residential use of the property.     

6. The structure shall not be used in any way for commercial purposes.  

 

Said approval is based on the following findings of fact: 

 

1.   The proposed accessory structure will be maintain the residential use and character of the 

property and is therefore in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 

Development Ordinance. 

2.   The primary use of the property will remain residential and is in harmony with the 

policies of the Comprehensive Guide Plan. 

3.   The conditional use permit standards as detailed in the Development Ordinance for 

residential accessory are met. 

4.   The structure and/or land use conform to the Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive 

Guide Plan and are compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

 

VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

MINOR SUBDIVISION / VARIANCE  

 

 FILE NO.:  2503-13-30 

APPLICANT: SAINT MARIE, LLC 

LOCATION:  181 ST. MARIE STREET  

 

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 
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The property is zoned R1,  Detached Residential.  The setback of the existing home is based on 

adjoining property to the north, 3633 Rustic Place.  A minimum 40-foot setback is required.  

The existing house is 28 feet from Rustic Place; the garage is 15 feet from Rustic Place.  The 

subdivision to create a second lot for residential development would need a setback variance, as 

the proposed setback is 30 feet from Rustic Place.  City sewer and water is available.  Removal 

of three landmark trees would require replacement of a two to one ratio.   

 

The applicant states that the proposed subdivision supports City policies to provide new housing 

opportunities.  The existing lot area can be subdivided and meet minimum lot area standards for 

the R1 Detached Residential.  There is no other lot configuration that could be proposed that 

would comply with the 125-foot lot depth requirement.  Parcel B would comply with 125 feet; 

Parcel A would require a variance for a lot depth of 100 feet.  Placement of the home to the 

north of the property has an impact on the location of a home on the new lot and hinders the use 

of the property. 

 

Staff finds that subdivision of this oversized lot is reasonable.  Both lots will comply with the 

minimum lot area requirement of 10,000 square feet.  The new lot is adequate for development 

of a single-family home with sufficient buildable area.  Lot characteristics include public road 

frontage, available sanitary sewer and water.  The variance for the front yard setback is driven 

by the 50-foot setback of the home to the north.   

 

The neighborhood consists of lots that tend to be larger than the minimum R1 standard with an 

average of 27,242 square feet in area.  Although the proposed subdivision creates smaller lots, 

the minimum R1 lot area standard is met.  If designed properly, a single-family home may not 

impact the character of the neighborhood.  The new Parcel A would be subject to stricter design 

standards for substandard lots.   

 

Property owners within 350 feet were notified.  A number of responses were received opposing 

the proposal due to creation of smaller lots, smaller structure setback, the impact to the 

neighborhood and there are no unique circumstances. 

 

The parcels do comply with minimum lot area and width standards and supports the City’s 

policy to create opportunity for new residential development.  However, staff also has concerns 

about the impact to the adjoining property and to the neighborhood.  It is recommended that the 

application be tabled to allow the applicant more time to address neighborhood concerns and 

develop building plans for Parcel A.  Should the Commission support the application, conditions 

of approval are listed in the staff report.  If the motion is tabled, the review period for the 

application would need to be extended.   

 

Commissioner McCool asked if a survey was done regarding setbacks of properties in this area. 

Ms. Castle stated that there are properties on the west side of Rustic Place to the north that are 

smaller, but the setbacks of the homes are 40 feet from the street.  As the new lot has a depth of 

100 feet, a 40-foot front setback and 30-foot rear setback would leave 30 feet of buildable area.   
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Commissioner Ferrington noted that action on this application could have long-term impacts and 

asked what other lots in this neighborhood could potentially be subdivided.  Ms. Castle noted 

three other properties.  Lot depth variances may also be required.   

 

Mr. Willie Abbott introduced his wife, Kimberly and stated that they represent Saint Marie 

LLC.  Mr. Abbott stated that the existing home has been completely renovated, including new 

electrical and new plumbing as well as new siding and updated interior.  The front yard variance 

is to ask for the step back.  There is a document that shows an angled setback line.  The double 

garage steps back five feet, and the third stall of the garage would be at 40 feet.  Overall, this 

neighborhood has variations in setbacks.  Most lots have a depth of 100 feet.  One lot has a 

home 8 feet off the property line, which is a legal nonconforming lot.  The plan is not to put a 

large home on a small lot.  The new home will have quality features. 

 

Mr. Dennis Hamilton, stated that he owns the property immediately to the north at 3633 Rustic 

Place.  He stated that the subject property has been a problem.  The neighborhood is pleased to 

see upgrades to the property.  The subdivision will create practical difficulty.  The essential 

character of the neighborhood has setbacks in that are in compliance with mature trees in front.  

He questions whether a house of quality would fit.  It would have the smallest yard in the 

neighborhood.  Creating Parcel B facing east instead of north, the new orientation would mean 

the new house would be close.  Any new house would have to be sizable to be practical in 

today’s market.  The neighborhood and City would be best be served by preserving the lot as it 

is.  There are also many small children in the neighborhood.  There is no STOP sign at Rustic 

Place and St. Marie Street.  Turning at St. Marie there are six driveways within 230 feet, which 

is congested.   

 

Ms. Marcia Figus, 3538 Rustic Place, stated that she lives south of St. Marie.  Her property and 

properties around her are 100 feet by 300 feet.  Lots on the west side of Rustic Place that are 

smaller in depth have more width.  People in this neighborhood bought large wooded lots.  The 

proposal will not fit.  It is too small and will be too crowded for the homes that are in the 

neighborhood. 

 

Mr. Abbott responded that he has submitted a letter to the Commission and has sent to the 

neighbors.  The neighbors received a map, a survey and a request for comment.  The letter he 

sent includes much more detailed information that is important for them to know.  The 

neighborhood has a varied character and that is where the proposed house fits in.  It will fit in as 

a visual impact along the road.  There are only a few lots in the City that allow for further 

subdivision to provide new housing.  The lot at 3595 Rustic Place was almost identical with a 

lot depth variance.  The subdivision for that lot was approved with little discussion.  That lot 

was very similar to what he is requesting.   

 

Commissioner Ferrington asked if consideration has been given to purchasing additional 

property to the rear.  Mrs. Abbott explained that those neighbors have written in opposition to 

their proposal and purchasing property from them would not be an option.   

 

Commissioner Ferrington noted the difference of this application to the approval for 3595 

because of the setback variance.  The homes near 3595 are in alignment.  The proposed new 
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home will not align.  Mr. Abbott responded  that the dimensions are almost identical.  At the 

time 3595 was approved a setback variance was not required.  Since that time, the City’s 

standards have changed.   

 

Mr. Warwick clarified that principal structures determine setbacks, not accessory structures.  The 

garage referred to by Mr. Abbott is a nonconforming accessory structure.  There was no 

alteration to the intent of averaging or the use of corner lots when the residential setback 

amendment was adopted earlier this year.  The change was a reduction from 30 feet to 25 feet.  

Averaging and corner lots are treated the same now.  The difference between 3595 and this lot is 

that at 3595, there was a 40-foot building pad per code.  The proposed lot will have a 30-foot 

building pad. 

 

Commissioner McCool asked the footprint of the proposed new home.  Mr. Abbott answered 

approximately 2500 square feet including the attached garage.  Commissioner McCool asked the 

reason not to build a smaller home.  Mr. Abbott stated that the visual impact to the 

neighborhood is to create a gradual step back.  He would consider requesting a 25-foot setback 

to the rear if that would work.  He is open to that, although most people prefer more privacy in 

the back yard.  The reason for a three-car garage is that it is almost standard with any new home. 

 

Mr. Ed Cappy, 3678 Rustic Place, stated that in his contacts with the applicant a subdivision 

was never mentioned.  Most of the lots are 100 by 300 feet.  The neighbor to the applicant’s 

property has declined to sell 30 feet for the subject property.  This would be the smallest lot in 

the neighborhood. 

 

Mr. Richard Braun, 3535 Rustic Place, stated that he does not see how the proposed house 

would fit in.  His lot is also 100 by 300 feet.  People have moved there for the large lots.  The lot 

will be very small with the larger house.   

 

Ms. Janice Bundy, 3681 Rustic Place, stated that the proposed house will be on top of the 

Hamilton house and impact their view of the street.  It will look squeezed in.   

 

Mr. Hamilton stated that if 3595 has been subdivided, it is reasonable to assume that sometime 

a structure will be built.  Then allowing this subdivision will double the impact to the 

neighborhood.  He asked Commissioners to consider how it will look once built.  Because it is 

possible does not mean it is good. 

 

Ms. Figus stated that when 3595 was subdivided, neighbors were not notified.  The adjacent 

neighbor is trying to buy the property back because she does not want a house built there.   

 

Commissioner Ferrington suggested either denying the application or tabling it for revision of 

the new home design.   The proposed house is too large.  Considering the neighborhood a three-

car garage would stand out.  She would also like to see the applicant work with the neighbors on 

an acceptable design.  She does not believe approval of the subdivision of 3595 is a precedent 

for this application.   
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Commissioner Wenner stated that continuity and the sense of place in this neighborhood is 

important.  The subject property was purchased as a whole.  The subdivision is created by the 

land owners’ intent.  It is not intrinsic to the property.  The question is whether to grant the lot 

depth variance and whether that will add to the neighborhood continuity.  He would support 

tabling the application for more information. 

 

Commissioner McCool stated that the street frontage will be comparable.  This is reasonable and 

will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.  The situation is created by a plat that 

was created many years ago.  He does not support the variance setback and believes a smaller 

house would be more appropriate.  He would consider encroachment into the rear yard setback 

to get the home further from the street where it will be felt by the neighbors.  He would like to 

see a specific plan before supporting a setback variance.  . 

 

Commissioner Schumer also agreed with the subdivision but also believes the proposed house is 

too large.  He would ask the developer if he would prefer the matter be tabled or requesting a 

decision. 

 

Chair Solomonson stated that his one concern is subdividing that results in a substandard lot.  He 

also is concerned about the character of the neighborhood and cannot support the application. 

 

Mr. Abbott stated that he would be willing to continue negotiations with the Commission, 

neighbors and staff for a home will work.  He would be willing to table the matter with specific 

direction as to what is required. 

 

City Attorney Kelly stated that under Minnesota Statute 15.99 (f) the time deadline for agency 

review may be extended before the end of the initial deadline with written notification to the 

applicant of the specific issues of concern.  The extension may not be more than 60 days, unless 

approved by the applicant on the record. 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to table the  

 application to the December 3, 2013 Planning Commisison meeting because he  

 would like to see some concession by the applicant to reduce the burden of the  

 size of this house on the street and give further consideration to lessening the  

 impact to the adjacent property to the north.  Staff shall provide written notice to  

 the applicant to extend the 60-day review period to 120 days as required by  

 statute.   

 

Discussion: 

 

Commissioner Ferrington stated that what is acceptable to the neighborhood is ambiguous.  She 

would like to see a neighborhood meeting or some way that there can be neighbor input that is 

considered. 

 

Commissioenr Schumer stated it would be tough for the applicant to meet neighborhood 

standards.  It is a decision by the Planning Commission.  The neighborhood concern is more 
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with the subdivision and reducing the size of the lot.  He is not so concerned with the 

subdivision as he is with the size of the house. 

 

Chair Solomonson stated that he does not favor tabling the application but would deny it because 

he does not support the subdivision that creates a substandard lot. 

 

Commissioner Wenner stated that it is a community value to listen to the neighbors.  It is owed 

to the neighbors to have input, although the applicant cannot be held to a large lot standard that 

the neighbors would like to see.  

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 4 Nays - 1 (Solomonson)  

 

City Attorney Kelly stated that the record needs to reflect as to whether the applicant agrees to 

the review period extension.  Mr. Abbott stated that providing a full set of plans to show a less 

obtrusive setback, sensitivity to neighbor concerns, and more consideration to the Hamilton 

property directly to the north makes sense.  He asked if that is something that the Commission 

can support.  It is a large expense to develop plans, but he did agree to the review period 

extension.   

 

Chair Solomonson responded that the Commission cannot comment on a future decision.   

 

Commissioner McCool stated that the Commission can only give its best feedback.  He cannot 

say he would definitely support a future plan. 

 

COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN REVIEW  

 

FILE NO.:  2501-13-28 

APPLICANT: DR. ROBERT L. THATCHER/JOHN TRAEGER 

LOCATION:  1050 COUNTY ROAD E 

 

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick 

 

The property is developed with a 6,500 square foot office building owned by Mr. John Traeger. 

The two tenants in the building are John Traeger Insurance Agency and The Health and 

Wellness Center of Mid-America, operated by Dr. Thatcher.  The request is to change the 

existing monument sign by replacing the two tenant panels with a 14-square foot message center 

sign.  A Comprehensive Sign Plan is required because the sign area is less than the 20-foot 

minimum required by code.  The owner of the building states that it is not feasible to alter the 

monument sign to accommodate a larger message center sign.  The existing tenant panels only 

occupy 14 square feet.  The monument sign is the only sign on the site.  Deviations from the 

Sign Code can be approved through a Comprehensive Sign Plan Review.  A full color display is 

planned with an 8-second duration. 

 

Land uses surrounding the property consist of other office and commercial uses.  Approximately 

650 feet east, there are residences on County Road E, and to the southeast on Richmond Court.     

The property is in a PUD, with an underlying Office designation.  It is staff’s determination that 
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the proposed message center sign will not impact residential areas.  Office buildings and 

vegetation between the subject property and residences will screen any visibility of the proposed 

message center sign.   

 

Notices were sent to property owners within 350 feet.  Two responses were received in support 

of the proposal. 

 

Staff finds that the new sign will convey the number of services offered.  Staff is recommending 

the application be forwarded to the City Council for approval with the conditions listed in the 

staff report. 

 

Commissioner Wenner asked if there would be graphics in the sign.  Mr. Warwick stated that 

only text messages are proposed. 

 

Commissioner Ferrington noted the varying letter heights mentioned in the application and asked  

the actual height.  Mr. Warwick stated that there can be three lines of text at 5.5 inches.  The 

minimum approved by the City has been 6 inches.  The manufacturer has indicated that at 45 

mph speeds, a better height is 7 or 8 inches.  Two lines at 8 inches are expected. 

 

Chair Solomonson asked if a message center sign could be put in for adjacent buildings.  He 

asked if graphics could be used.  Mr. Warwick stated that message center signs for adjacent 

buildings would be permitted.  Graphics are also allowed.  He noted that the distance between 

two signs must be 75 feet.  This sign will be two-sided with the message display on both sides.   

 

Dr. Thatcher, Applicant, thanked the Commissioners for their time in reviewing their proposal. 

He would be happy to answer any questions. 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Wenner To recommend  

 the City Council approve the Comprehensive Sign Plan submitted by Dr. Robert  

 Thatcher, for 1050 County Road E, subject to the following conditions: 
 

A. The signs shall comply with the plans submitted for the Comprehensive Sign Plan 

application.  Any significant change will require review by the Planning Commission 

and City Council.   

B. The applicant shall obtain a sign permit prior to the installation of any signs on the 

property. 

C. The message center sign shall: 

 

1. Display text using a minimum 6-inch letter height, sufficient to be readable by 

passing motorists without distraction. 

2. Messages shall be limited to allow passing motorists to read the entire copy.  

3. Messages shall not include telephone numbers, email addresses or internet 

urls. 

4. Messages shall be displayed for a minimum of 8 seconds, and shall change 

instantaneously.  

5. Messages be presented in a static display, and shall not scroll, flash, blink or 

fade. 
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6. The brightness of the sign shall not exceed 0.3 foot-candles above ambient 

conditions, when measured at a distance of 37.4 feet from the sign. 

 

This approval is based on the following findings of fact: 

 

1. The plan proposes signs consistent in color, size and materials throughout the site for 

each type of proposed sign.  The property currently has one sign, the monument sign 

proposed to employ the message center sign.   

 

2. Approving the deviation is necessary to relieve a practical difficulty existing on the 

property.  The message center sign has been designed to fit into the existing monument 

sign, and the area available is limited to the proposed 14 square foot area sign.  

 

3. The proposed deviations from the standards of Section 208 result in a more unified sign 

package and greater aesthetic appeal between signs on the site. The deviation will allow 

a message center sign that is effectively integrated into the existing monument sign. 

 

4. Approving the deviation will not confer a special privilege on the applicant that would 

normally be denied under the Ordinance.  The sign display will use 7 to 8 inch letters and 

short messages to retain visibility for passing motorists. 

 

5. The resulting sign plan is effective, functional, attractive and compatible with community 

standards.  The sign plan amendment proposes signs with a consistent design that 

conforms to the intent of Code.    

 

VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 

6. MISCELLANEOUS 

 

City Council Assignments  
 

Commissioners Schumer and Chair Solomonson will respectively attend the November 4
th

, and 

November 18
th

  City Council meetings. 

 

Commissioners Wenner and Thompson will respectively attend the December 2
nd

 and December 

16th City Council meetings.  
 

The Planning Commission will hold a workshop immediately after the next Planning 

Commission meeting on December 3, 2013. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner McCool to adjourn the  

 meeting at 10:01 p.m. 

 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
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ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 

Kathleen Castle 

City Planner 

 
 









































































































































PROPOSED MOTION 

 

MOVED BY COUNCILMEMBER                                                                  

SECONDED BY COUNCILMEMBER                                                 

To adopt resolution No. 13-100 delegating authority to the Ramsey Washington 

Metro Watershed District to serve as the Local Government Unit responsible for 

administering the Wetland Conservation Act within their jurisdiction. 

 

 

 

 

ROLL CALL:   AYES NAYS 

                                                                                                                                    

    JOHNSON       

   QUIGLEY         

    WICKSTROM        

    WITHHART     

MARTIN         

                                  

     

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING  

NOVEMBER 18,
 
2013 

 



TO:       MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL, CITY MANAGER 
 

FROM:       JESSICA SCHAUM, ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICER 

 

DATE:       NOVEMBER 18, 2013 

 

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION 13-100 WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT LOCAL 

GOVERNMENT UNIT (LGU) JUSRISDICTION  

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

In 2012, the City of Shoreview and Roseville officially dissolved the Grass Lake Water 

Management Organization with the intent of transferring responsibility for wetland management 

to the Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District (RWMWD). That transition is now 

complete and the City needs to adopt a resolution delegating the authority to the RWMWD to 

serve as the Local Government Unit responsible for administering the Wetland Conservation Act 

within their jurisdiction.   

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

In 1991, the State passed "The Wetland Conservation Act"(WCA). The intent of this act is no net 

loss of wetlands within the State of Minnesota. This law is implemented by a local governmental 

unit (LGU). The LGU can be the City, the watershed district, the County, or even the Soil and 

Water Conservation districts.  

 

For more than 20 years, the City had served as the LGU for the former Grass Lake Water 

Management Organization (GLWMO) on behalf of GLWMO via Resolution 93-35.  Since the 

Joint Powers Agreement establishing the GLWMO between the cities of Roseville and 

Shoreview has now dissolved, jurisdiction for water management has been transferred to the 

RWMWD by the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil Resources.   

 

A City Council Resolution is needed to transfer LGU authority and delegate the WCA 

responsibilities to the RWMWD.  After adoption a copy of the Resolution will be sent to the 

RWMWD for their board approval. Once adopted, the City will no longer serve as the LGU 

authority and local watershed districts will serve as the LGU to implement the WCA within the 

City limits. Currently Rice Creek Watershed serves as the LGU for the portion of the City within 

its boundaries.   

 

This jurisdiction change will be updated and clarified in the City’s Surface Water Management 

Plan, in RWMWD plans, and be recorded with the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil 

Resources.  

 

As part of the Wetland Conservation Act, the LGU will follow a series of steps to assure the no 

net loss criteria is met for development proposals impacting wetland areas. This consists of 

avoidance, sequencing, mitigation, and replacement. The Watershed responsibility as the LGU is 

to assure that the proper steps are followed and for whichever alternative is selected, that the 

process is carried through in accordance with the WCA with the intent of preserving the wetland 

acreage within the City of Shoreview.  



RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council approve Resolution 13-100 to delegate the authority and 

administrative responsibility to implement the WCA as the LGU within the legal boundaries of 

the City of Shoreview to the Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District in accordance with 

Minnesota Rules, Chapter 8420.                                       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE 

CITY COUNCIL OF SHOREVIEW, MINNESOTA 

HELD NOVEMBER 18 2013 

 

* * * * * * * * * * * *          

 Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a meeting of the City Council of the City of 

Shoreview, Minnesota, was duly called and held at the Shoreview City Hall in said City on 

November 18, at 7:00 p.m.  The following members were present:  

 

 

and the following members were absent:  

 

Member     introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption. 

 

RESOLUTION NO. 13-100 

 

A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE ADMINISTRATION 

OF THE MINNESOTA WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT 

 
WHEREAS, the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act of 1991 (WCA) requires local 

government units (LGUs) to implement the rules and regulations promulgated by the Board of 

Water and Soil Resources (BWSR) pertaining to wetland draining, filling and excavation; and 

 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Rules, chapter 8420 have been adopted by BWSR in accordance with 

the rulemaking provisions of Minnesota Statutes, chapter 14, for the purpose of implementing 

WCA; and 

 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Rules 8420.0200, Subpart 1, Item E allows a county, city, or town to 

delegate implementation of chapter 8420 and the act to another governmental entity by the 

passage of resolutions by both parties; and 

 

WHEREAS, both parties must provide notice to BWSR, the Department of Natural Resources, 

and the Soil and Water Conservation District of the delegation, including a copy of the resolution 

and a description of the applicable geographic area, within 15 business days of adoption of the 

resolution. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Shoreview City Council that: 

 

The authority and administrative responsibility to implement WCA as the LGU within the legal 

boundaries of the City of Shoreview is delegated to Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed 

District as of November 18
th

, 2013 in accordance with Minnesota Rules, Chapter 8420.                                       

 

 
 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member   and 

upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: All present members;  



  

and the following voted against the same:  

 

 WHEREUPON, said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted this 18
th

 day of 

November, 2013. 

 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 

                                            ) 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY   ) 

                                  ) 

CITY OF SHOREVIEW ) 

 

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Manager of the City of Shoreview 

of Ramsey County, Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and 

foregoing extract of minutes of a meeting of said City Council held on the 18
th

 day of November 

2013, with the original thereof on file in my office and the same is a full, true and complete 

transcript therefrom insofar as the same relates to delegating  the authority and administrative 

responsibility to implement the WCA as the LGU within the legal boundaries of the City of 

Shoreview to the Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District. 

 WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager and the corporate seal of the City of 

Shoreview, Minnesota, this 19
th

 day of November. 

 

       

            

     Terry Schwerm 

      City Manager 

 

SEAL   
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