
CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
AGENDA 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
February 3, 2014 

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 or 
citizen so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and 
placed elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
1. January 13, 2014 City Council Workshop Meeting Minutes 

 
2. January 21, 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes 

 
3. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes— 

--Economic Development Authority, January 6, 2014 
--Suburban Rate Authority, January 15, 2014 
--Public Safety Committee, January 16, 2014 
 

4. Verified Claims 
 
5. Purchases 

 



6. License Applications 
 

7. Approval of Contract for Slice of Shoreview Event Coordinator 
 

8. Developer Escrow Reduction 
 

9. Appointment of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair 
 

10. Approval of Application for Exempt Permit—St. Odilia Men’s Club Benefit 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
11. Planned Unit Development-Development Stage/Comprehensive Plan Amendment—

Hummingbird Floral, 4001 Rice Street 
 

12. Wireless Telecommunication Facility Permit—Crown Castle, 4614 N. Victoria St. 
 
STAFF AND CONSULTANT REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
* Denotes items that require four votes of the City Council. 
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SHOREVIEW ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
MEETING MINUTES 

January 6, 2014 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
President Ben Withhart called the meeting to order on January 6, 2014, at 5:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The following members were present:  President Ben Withhart, Sue Denkinger, Emy Johnson, Gene 
Marsh and Terry Quigley. 
 
Also attending the meeting were the following persons: 
 
City Council:   Mayor Martin and Councilmember Wickstrom 
 
Planning Commission: Steve Solomonson, Chair 
    Deborah Ferrington 
    Elizabeth Thompson 
 
Staff:    City Manager Schwerm 
    Tom Simonson, Asst. City Manager/Community Development Director 
    City Planner Kathleen Castle 
    Mark Maloney, Public Works Director 
 
Others:     Kirstin Barsness, Barsness Consulting Services 
    Rita Trapp, Hoisington Koegler Group 
    Bryan Harjes, Hoisington Koegler Group 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MOTION: by Denkinger, seconded by Quigley, to approve the January 6, 2014 agenda, as  
  submitted. 
 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
MOTION: by Quigley, seconded by Marsh, to approve the December 9, 2013 meeting  
  minutes, as submitted. 
 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0  
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ELECTION OF OFFICERS FOR 2014 
 
Quigley suggested re-electing the same officers for 2014 and made the following motion. 
 
MOTION: by Quigley, seconded by Marsh, to elect the following officers to the Shoreview  
  Economic Development Authority Board for 2014, pursuant to the adopted  
  By-Laws: 
   
  President:  Ben Withhart 
  Vice President: Emy Johnson 
  Treasurer:  Gene Marsh 
 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays -  
 
FINANCES AND BUDGET 
 
Simonson reported that the financial reports will now be from the month prior due to the EDA 
changing their meeting to the first Monday of each month. He noted that there are 16 home 
improvement loans now, and pointed out that the fund has about half remaining of the original 
allocation as regular loan payments are being made by recipients. He reported that the HRA and EDA 
funds are tracking where they should be with the balances. 
 
MOTION: by Quigley, seconded by Johnson, to accept the monthly EDA Financial Reports  
  through November 30, 2013, and approve the following payment of claims and  
  purchases: 
 

1. Community Reinvestment Fund - $78,000 (Fund 307) 
   (13 loans/Monthly Service Fee) (Date Paid:  10/21/13) 
 

VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
President Withhart called a short break for dinner and then reconvened the meeting. 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
DISCUSSION OF REDEVELOPMENT OPTIONS FOR CITY PURCHASED                                      
MCGUIRE PROPERTY (3339 VICTORIA STREET) 
 
Simonson said that staff would like to report on the outcomes of a recent neighborhood meeting held 
to discuss the possible redevelopment of the City-owned McGuire property at 3339 Victoria Street for 
affordable housing. Staff is seeking further direction from the EDA and Council on how to proceed 
with exploring development options.  
 
Simonson said that City staff had met with a number of non-profit developers including the Rondo 
Community Land Trust, Habitat for Humanity and the Greater Metropolitan Housing Corporation 
(GMHC). GMHC has shown the greatest interest and they submitted a concept plan and financing 



 

3 

proposal that would subdivide the property into three lots for single-family homes.   Market value of 
the homes is anticipated to be approximately in the $280-300,000 range and they would target 
purchasers at 80% of the median income. This income range would be considered affordable, a 
requirement of receiving the Ramsey County grant in the amount of $139.000 the City can use towards 
the purchase of the property.   
 
Simonson said when the City first applied for and was awarded the grant from the County the City had 
not yet identified a funding source for the potential acquisition. However, because of the length of 
time spent in negotiations, the City ended up purchasing the property utilizing tax increment funds.  
With purchase, cleanup, demolition and preparing the property for development, the cost is 
approaching $290,000.   
 
Simonson summarized that the residents and property owners who attended the neighborhood meeting 
expressed concern about the intensity of development into three lots stating negative impacts that 
would include diminished property values, soils and drainage, traffic, and access.  He added that the 
GMHC representative at the public meeting said that in order to build homes of $300,000 market 
value, GMHC would request the City finance approximately $75,000 as a second mortgage for each of 
the three homes to be paid back over time.  GMHC also wants the City to donate the land.   
 
Simonson said that given the strong concerns of the neighborhood combined with additional funds 
being sought by the proposed developer, the question is whether the Council and EDA still wish to 
focus on affordable housing or should the City explore private development options at market rate.  
The City has purchased the property and cleaned up the property, and it is now staff’s recommendation 
to approach private developers in the area to find out if there would be interest to develop one or two 
homes at market rate. Simonson said that given the improving market, he would expect the City would 
more than cover the loss of the County grant but it should be understood that the City would not 
recover all the expenses of the purchase and clean-up of the property, which have been paid through 
existing TIF funds.  
 
Quigley asked if there is a current assessment of the value of the property as remediated.  Mr. 
Simonson responded that an appraisal was done over a year ago, and the estimated value was 
$150,000 at that time and just for the land as the house has no real value.  Quigley stated that to 
develop it as affordable housing meets one of the EDA objectives to create diversity in housing, but he 
realizes the City has a large investment.  He is disappointed with the neighborhood response because 
the GMHC plan will be much better than what the neighborhood has put up with for many years.  He 
understands that the neighborhood will oppose any development of more than one lot, but he is 
reluctant to abandon the EDA goal of housing diversity.  City Manager Schwerm noted that with the 
GMHC proposal, the City would be out the purchase price plus $75,000 for each of the three homes.   
 
Withhart asked how the City would make up the difference from the value of the property at $150,000, 
and the expenditure of $290,000.  Simonson stated that there is an expected loss of $150,000 to the 
City with or without the Ramsey County grant.  The City is covering cleanup costs that have been 
incurred.  
 
Mayor Martin asked the reason for the soil borings, whether for contamination or suitability for 
building on the west side.  Mr. Simonson explained that the borings were taken for both reasons and 
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show very little impact for redevelopment.  He added that while the neighbors may prefer a single 
market rate house, there would have to be some compromise if the City dropped the affordability 
option to at least have two residential lots so the City could recover some of the costs. He said given 
the size of the property, two lots is reasonable and is well within allowed density. 
 
Marsh stated that he believes the City may be able to recoup more money with private development.  
He would not want to push the number of lots at this time.  This may not be the right location for 
affordable housing, and he would like to explore private development.   
 
Mayor Martin stated that there has been great cost to the City for over 20 years trying to resolve this 
problem.  She would like to see development occur with the least cost damage to the City as possible 
and would favor further research with private developers.  Perhaps one affordable home would be 
possible to enable the City to receive the County grant. 
 
Withhart stated that while it is a dilemma with the neighborhood opposed to more than one lot, the 
City has a fiduciary responsibility to recoup as much as possible.  He asked the value of the affordable 
homes proposed.  Mr. Simonson explained that GMHC anticipates a home price of $280,000 to 
$300,000.  The maximum income allowed for an affordable home would be $65,000 for a household 
of four, which would only finance about a $200,000 mortgage.  That is where the $75,000 request 
comes in as a second mortgage.  Withhart noted that the City has heavily used TIF District No. 1 
funds.  If there is no affordable component, money would not be paid back to TIF No. 1.   
 
Simonson stated that the initial goal was to remove this blighted property.  A secondary goal became 
affordable housing partly because it is required as a redevelopment component to receive the County 
grant, which at the time was believed to be needed to purchase the property.  However, TIF money 
was used instead. Since there is no urgency in a decision to be made, it is staff’s recommendation to 
take a step back and look at other options to decide the best redevelopment opportunity for the 
property. 
 
Johnson asked what the neighborhood response would be to a $500,000 home on the property.  
Simonson stated that he believes some would support it, but others have already expressed not wanting 
to see a “McMansion” built that doesn’t fit with the character of the neighborhood. 
 
It was the consensus of the EDA for staff to explore other options through a private developer, 
including one or two lots and possibly an affordable component.  Staff will report the result of 
discussions with private developers at the EDA meeting in February.  Staff will also report to 
neighbors that their concerns are being considered and further options are being explored.   
 
HIGHWAY CORRIDOR TRANSITION STUDY (HOISINGTON KOEGLER GROUP) 
 
City Planner Castle introduced consultants from the Hoisington Koegler Group, Rita Trapp, Project 
Coordinator and Bryan Harjes, Principal with HKGi, who is experienced in urban design.   
 
Ms. Trapp provided an update of the process for the study.  The purpose of the study is to evaluate 
long-term potential for single-family residential homes along arterial highways.  The study areas to be 
included are: 
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• Rice Street around I-694 
• Hodgson between County Road F and Highway 96 
• Highway 96 from City Center to MacKubin 
• Hodgson north of Highway 96 to Tanglewood 
• Hodgson and County Road J intersection 

 
The project began in November and is projected to be completed by May, 2014.  The report itself will 
not include formal recommended amendments to the City’s Comprehensive Plan but a concept plan 
and findings that explain what exists in these areas now, explores new possibilities and develops 
strategies for an action plan.  The first part of the study consists of a GIS analysis, meeting with 
Ramsey County transportation staff, a market analysis and EDA input. 
 
The market analysis is close to completion.  Short to mid-term prospects (next five years) for 
Shoreview shows it to be weak for commercial development.  Development that is more promising 
would be multi-family residential with amenities that do not currently exist.  There is very limited 
potential for high end office development because the market is driven by high profile corporate 
tenants seeking Class A space and location near downtown Minneapolis or the western suburbs.  
Owner-occupied office development is more likely by companies who already have headquarters in 
the north metro.   
 
Retail/commercial growth is driven by demographic growth, which is projected at less than 1% 
annually for the next 5 years.  A growth of only 500 people annually is projected for the area that 
includes Shoreview, Arden Hills, North Oaks, Lino Lakes and Vadnais Heights.  The TCAAP 
property may or may not be a catalyst for growth in Shoreview because of the barrier if the continuing 
National Guard site.  There are actions that can be taken to promote growth, such as regulatory 
changes or site assembly. 
 
Shoreview is impacted by its geography.  Barriers that impact development are Turtle Lake, the 
TCAAP property, the interstate, and North Oaks because of the low density.  It is the number of 
households in sub-markets that impact growth.  The greatest concentration of households is in the 
central part of the City, but Turtle Lake divides that area.  New commercial investments are likely in 
businesses with new tenants rather than new development.  The best locations identified for 
commercial development is close to existing commercial areas and areas with high adjacent traffic 
volume. 
 
Office development also needs location characteristics that are similar for retail--high traffic volume 
and good visibility.  There may be a market for medical offices or a hospital.  Multi-family 
development was analyzed regionally.  Given the City’s build-out conditions, household growth in 
Shoreview will be accommodated by new multi-family development.  The City is well situated with 
high-amenity sites that can capture a share of the market in small projects of 35 to 60 units.  The 
challenge will be that multi-family development will be high end because there are not many sites 
available and because of construction costs.  Preferred sites for high-end multi-family development 
would be close to employment, close to downtown areas with entertainment and retail services, 
recreational amenities, transit and high visibility.  The best locations in Shoreview for multi-family 
developments are along Lexington Avenue, Rice Street and Highway 96.  The strongest niche for 
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housing is senior housing, the fastest growing age group and the fact that residents prefer to stay in the 
community. 
 
General findings from the GIS analysis shows relatively few areas of concern and no noticeable areas 
with concentrations of foreclosures, excessive sales in the last 5 years or rentals in single-family 
neighborhoods.  One area of concern is aging housing stock.   
 
Councilmember Wickstrom asked if the study will project further out than five years.  Ms. Trapp 
explained that the steps recommended will be over a much longer time frame because it will not be 
possible to accomplish everything in five years.   
 
Mr. Harjes led a discussion of each of the main areas being studied: 
 
Rice Street/I-694:  Mr. Harjes stated that the Rice Street/I-694 interchange reconfiguration is an asset 
for commercial development.  However, the proposed roadway medians will impact access.  There are 
two south facing parcels that may potentially be combined with the shopping center site for a larger 
parcel for redevelopment.  It will be important to coordinate or keep informed about plans Vadnais 
Heights has for the east side of the roadway.  The lake amenity may be something that can be used. 
 
Mayor Martin stated that she would like to see the two parcels west possibly incorporated into 
shopping center at Rice and I-694 to make it a bigger more viable site.   
 
It was the consensus of the group to include the area south of the intersection of I-694 and Rice Street 
in the study, although this area has been discussed for a possible separate study when the intersection 
is changed. 
 
Hodgson and County Road F:  Mr. Harjes stated that Hodgson is primarily a residential corridor 
with limited redevelopment potential.  There may be spot sites for redevelopment.  The County is 
planning an upgrade to the road with sidewalk and/or trail adjacent to the roadway.  That will bring 
issues with trees, grades and access points.  The church property is the largest site with the least 
intense use.  
 
Mr. Maloney noted that although Hodgson improvements are scheduled for 2016, the County would 
first like to see how the I-694/Rice Street interchange impacts the roadway. 
 
Withhart stated that the cul-de-sacs work well to redirect traffic access onto Hodgson.  He noted three 
parcels behind the church that are owned by the church that were approved for residential 
development, but that development has not occurred. 
 
Simonson stated that the biggest concern is what happens to homes that are close to Hodgson and 
whether they continue to be single-family homes.  There could be some design recommendations 
coming out of this study that the City could advocate to the County when they move forward with the 
road project. 
 
Highway 96:  Mr. Harjes stated that Highway 96 has been improved.  There is a vacant parcel 
immediately to the east of the funeral home.  Whether the existing single-family homes along 96 will 
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transition to a higher density use will be analyzed in detail.  The library expansion will impact the 
area.  There is a large property to the south facing Snail Lake that could have potential.   
 
Mayor Martin agreed and stated she would like a detailed analysis of the area south of Highway 96. 
 
Simonson said that the property just east of the funeral home is wetland area and not suitable for 
development. A bigger question may be the future of the Rainbow Foods property if that store were to 
close and become a potential redevelopment project. 
 
Simonson noted that the single-family home owners on the south side overlooking Snail Lake came to 
the City asking how the property might be transitioned, as they were seeking to sell the property back 
in the mid-1990s.  When the study initiated the Core Area Framework Study, many of the properties 
had sold and the new owners did not want anything to do with a change in land use.   
 
Mr. Harjes stated that the houses on the north side back up to single-family homes to the north.  He is 
not sure there would be enough space to redevelop into multi-family residential with only half the 
block.  The property west of the Community Center could be expanded parking or another access.  
This area may be underutilized for the roadway it is on with the civic campus and major commercial 
further west.   
 
Hodgson and County Road J:  Mr. Harjes stated that County Road J and Hodgson intersection 
currently has two gas stations.  Lino Lakes has a significant wetland north of the intersection.  That 
area of Lino Lakes is not served by sanitary sewer, and Anoka County will impose certain road 
conditions for redevelopment.  It needs to be determined if the utility corridor owned by the St. Paul 
Water Utility is active or can possibly be vacated for development.  Another issue is the current 
residential development access onto County Road J with left turns.  Smaller scale senior housing has 
been considered or higher density residential toward County Road J.  The property to the north is in 
Lino Lakes and not served by public sanitary sewer.   
 
Withhart stated that if the County J interchange at I-35W becomes improved the road will become a 
major east/west thoroughfare.  His concern is the smaller older homes along the Shoreview side of 
County Road J.  
 
Hodgson/Tanglewood:  Withhart stated that it is underutilized with single-family residential.   
Simonson noted that Hodgson/Tanglewood is a Policy Development Area (PDA) in the 
Comprehensive Plan, but should be updated given the proposed redevelopment of the Kozlak’s 
property for the Applewood senior cooperative. 
 
Johnson stated that she does not want a focus on senior housing but other types of housing for singles 
and young families. 
 
Mayor Martin emphasized that proposals need to be structured so property owners understand how the 
plan can benefit them.   
 
It was the consensus from the discussion that as the team looks at each study area, as much creativity 
as possible be brought for ideas of redevelopment.    
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UPDATE ON LEGISLATIVE ACTION SEEKING TIF DISTRICT NO. 1 EXTENSION 
 
Simonson reported that a number of preliminary meetings at the House and Senate have occurred.  A 
tour of project sites is on January 16, 2014.  A bill is being drafted to be part of a public finance bill.  
The focus needs to be on specific future projects and not on projects that have been accomplished.  A 
resolution is being drafted for the School Board to consider in January.  A resolution is being sought 
from the Ramsey County Board of Commissioners.  Staff is also contacting businesses who have been 
helped to get letters of support.   
 
Mayor Martin stated that she has heard concern about how this TIF money will be used on a policy 
basis.  While it is easy to point to all the wonderful projects that have been accomplished with TIF 
District 1 money, specific projects are needed to show how the money will be used for continued 
business growth. 
 
Ms. Barsness added that another issue is that there are a number of districts in other cities that are due 
to expire.  If this extension is granted to Shoreview, it becomes a policy issue in dealing with other 
requests for an extension. 
 
UPDATES AND REPORTS 
 
President Withhart requested that these updates be held over to the next meeting in light of the time 
and the Council meeting soon to begin. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION: by Denkinger, seconded by Marsh, to adjourn the meeting at 6:44 p.m. 
 

VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
 






























































































































































































	Agenda
	1.City Council Workshop Minutes-January 13, 2014
	2.City Council Minutes-January 21, 2014
	3a.EDA Minutes 01-06-14
	3b.Suburban Rate Authority Minutes
	3c.Public Safety Committee Minutes-January 16, 2014
	4.Verified Claims
	5.Purchases
	6.License Applications
	7.Approval of Contract for Slice of Shoreview Coordinator
	8.Developer Escrow Reduction
	9.Appointment of Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair
	10.Application for Exempt Permit--St. Odilia
	11.PUD Development Stage-Hummingbird Floral
	12.Wireless Telecommunication Facility Permit-Crown Castle

