APPENDIX IV
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT



Destination Shoreview — Survey #1

211 Responses — April 3, 2018

What do you value about living or working in the City of Shoreview? — 205 responses (Please note that
individuals wrote several qualities, which is why it totals more than 205 responses)

Parks and Recreation (Lakes, parks, trails, open
space, and community center) — 113
Location—71

Schools —57

Public safety — 55

Community — 49

Quiet — 28

Government (Council, staff, commissions,
quality services, taxes, utilities, well-run city) —
26

Clean—-16

Amenities — 8
Diversity of Businesses — 7
Library -7
Everything — 2
Housing — 2
Transportation — 2
Accessible -1
Faith—1
Infrastructure — 1
Size—1

Other -3

What do you consider the most significant events, developments, or trends that are shaping our future? — 179
responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 179 responses)

Aging population — 38

Changing demographics — 29

Housing (Senior living, cost, aging stock,
turnover, rental, density) — 27
Transportation (increased traffic, public
transportation) — 25

Climate change — 16

Lack of businesses (entertainment, restaurants,
retail) — 14

Public safety — 11

Protecting the environment and open space —
10

Infrastructure maintenance — 9
Technology — 9

Need to attract younger families — 8
Parks and Recreation — 8

Community =7

TCAAP -7

Accessibility — 6

Development — 6

Health of residents — 6

Increased population in schools — 6
Overdevelopment — 5

Clean water—4

Economy -4

Income inequality — 4

Library — 4

National politics — 4

Immigration —3

Increased property taxes — 3

Lack of downtown area—3

Schools -3

Cost of living — 2

Government — 2

Internet connectivity — 2

Preserve Shoreview as a quiet community — 2
Property maintenance — 2

Rice Street improvements — 2
Changing job market—1

City Council needs to listen—1
Continuous redevelopment — 1
Human Rights — 1

Increased cost of communication — 1
Need to attract labor force — 1

Need to desegregate the suburbs — 1
Preserve low density development — 1
Proximity to work — 1

Rice Creek Commons development — 1
Shoreview Mall -1

Other -2



Quality and responsive City services

Name the three community qualities that are most important to you.

210 responses

Quality of life

Healthy Environment I 06

Safe and prepared community I 04

Clean Drinking Water I 33

Sense of place/community GGG S

Equity and Social Justice

Vibrant sustainable economy NN 35

Mobility and Connectivity

Other NI 14

Responses to Other:

e Schools—4

e Transportation—2

e Housing codes and enforcement — 1
e Restaurants, shops, pubs —1

e Everything—1

40

60 80 100 120

e Bike trails and natural areas — 2
e City Management -1

e Community—1

o Water-1

Tell us one of your favorite things about Shoreview and why. - 181 responses (Please note that individuals
wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 181 responses)

Parks and Recreation (Lakes, parks, trails, open
space, and community center) — 100
Community — 29

Location—18

Safe — 18

Schools -9

Government — 8

Library — 8

Businesses —7

Quiet -7

Amenities — 2

Clean -2

Accessibility — 1

Diversified housing — 1

Limited amount of high density housing — 1
No commercial strip mall area similar to MN 65
in Blaine—1

No fast food restaurants —1

Stability — 1

Weather -1

YMCA-1

Other-1



What is one thing you would change about Shoreview? — 189 responses (Please note that individuals wrote
several items, which is why it totals more than 189 responses)

e Businesses (Add entertainment options, retail, e Housing (Add affordable housing, aging
restaurants) — 51 housing, better housing stock, property
e Infrastructure (Add trails, maintenance, utilities, maintenance) — 8
lakes, water quality, roads) — 35 e Community (Increase diversity, add cultural
e Land Use (Create main street/city center, stop events)—7
development of open spaces, stop e Improve accessibility — 3
overdevelopment, Shoreview Mall) — 28 e Code Enforcement—3
e Transportation (Better public transportation, e Remove overnight parking ban — 2
traffic noise, traffic) - 19 e Environmental Planning — 1
e Housing (stop housing developments, limit e Increase amenities - 1
rental properties) - 13 e Schools—1
e Government (Reduce government agencies, e Nothing/Unsure —8
change of leadership, increased services, taxes) e Other (One garbage hauler, library, services for
-12 homeless, create a Shoreview Police
e Parks and Recreation (Add trails, affordable Department) — 8

community programs, trail maintenance,
strategic planning for lakes) — 9

Select three of the most important factors for the City of Shoreview to consider
when planning for the future.
208 responses
Sustainability NG 113
Recreational opportunities I . 110
Population changes I 23
Aging neighborhoods I 2/
Aging commercial and industrial areas [ . 71
Affordable housing I 5°
Ollay U
Senior housing I 20
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Responses to Other:

e Housing—6 e Maintain open space — 2

e Schools—-6 e Maintain quality of life — 2

e Transportation—6 e Protecting the environment — 2

e Businesses—3 e Stabilize taxes/keep taxes low — 2

e Public safety—3 e Transparency —2

e Trails—3 e Accessibility — 1

e Changing demographics — 2 e (City regulations —1



180
160
140
120
100
8
6
4

N
o O O O

Climate change -1 e Reduce noise—1

Community events — 1 e Single vendor for garbage and recycling—1
Flooding — 1 e Social areas—1
Increase diversity — 1 e TCAAP Area-1

Internet connections — 1

How important are the following items in terms of future development?
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Destination Shoreview — Survey #2, Demographics

99 Responses — April 3, 2018

What do you believe are the challenges in planning for the demographic
changes anticipated to occur through the year 2040?
99 responses

Transportation and Mobility I G/
Public Safety NN /5
Healthcare [N /2
Economic Impacts I 3°
Affordable Housing N 36
Parks and Recreation NN 31
Life-Cycle Housing I N 2°
ENIEI @000 v
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Approximately one-third of Shoreview’s population is between the ages of 45 and 64 years old. What programs

and/or services do you believe are needed to meet the needs of an older population? — 84 responses (Please
note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 84 responses)

e Public Transportation — 38 e Lower taxes—5
e Senior Programming (Senior center, programs, e  Public Safety — 2
affordable) — 22 e Bike share program -1
e Assistance (health, housing, etc.) — 16 e Community events — 1
e Housing (Affordable, senior) — 15 e Intergenerational Programming — 1
e Accessibility — 10 e Jobs for seniors—1
e Infrastructure (Streets, sidewalks, trails) — 10 e Openspace-1
e Businesses (Restaurants, repair) — 6 e Reduce developments —1
e Health Care (affordable, accessible) — 6 e Nothing—-3

What do you believe are the obstacles younger individuals and families face who want to move to Shoreview?
How can the City address these obstacles? — 92 responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items,
which is why it totals more than 92 responses)

e Housing (Lack of affordable housing, not enough e Government (Too many codes, high taxes) — 6
housing, maintenance, attractive) — 52 e Schools (Create one school district, Roseville
e Community (Engagement, more events for School District) — 6
families, inclusive policies) — 13 o Affordability in General — 5
e  Public Transportation -9 e Affordable Child Care — 4
e Businesses (Add restaurants, retail, e Infrastructure (Water quality, additional trails) —

entertainment) — 8 2



e landuse-2 e Limit public transportation—1
o Traffic—2 e Employment opportunities — 1
e Limit overdevelopment —1 e Nothing—9

e Limit senior housing—1

As the population continues to change, how can the City continue to ensure Shoreview is a welcoming
community to all residents? — 85 responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it
totals more than 85 responses)

e Government (Code enforcement, diversified e land Use (Mixed use areas, small town feel,
staff, increase communication efforts, lower update City look, limit overdevelopment) — 6
taxes, maintain values and services) — 20 e Businesses (Add restaurants, retail,

e Inclusive programming, policies, and events to entertainment) — 4
varying groups — 20 e Increase public transportation - 3

e Maintain sense of community (encourage e Provide better schools — 3
neighborhood events, engagement, events) —11 e Infrastructure (trails and water) — 2

e Maintain parks, open spaces, and trails — 9 e Other-2

e Housing (Affordable housing, decrease senior e Provide public safety - 2
housing) — 8 e Assistance programs —1

e Nothing/Unsure — 12
The needs and expectations of housing change as we age. Thinking about our residential neighborhoods, what
efforts are needed to ensure the housing needs of our residents are met and our neighborhoods remain
attractive to all age groups? —82 responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it
totals more than 82 responses)

e Provide diversified housing (Affordable, e Other-5
apartments, patio homes, mixed-use) — 24 e Infrastructure (Utilities, street maintenance) — 4
e Assistance programs (Home improvement loans, e Crime prevention -3
senior assistance) — 13 e Lowertaxes—3
e Update housing—10 e Maintain parks — 3
e Stronger code enforcement — 8 e Accessible amenities — 2
e Provide additional sidewalks and trails — 6 e Limit overdevelopment — 2
e Provide opportunities for community events — 6 e ECFE programs—1
e  Public Transportation — 6 e Eliminaterentals—1

e Add businesses —5

Our transportation system connects us to each other, the community and the larger metropolitan area. Do you
believe the current transportation system adequately provides the options needed for our residents regardless
of age, race, or income? If not, what suggestions do you have to improve the system? — 90 responses

o Yes—14
e No-68

O Improve public transit — 52
Autonomous vehicles - 4
Add trails and improve connectivity — 3
Build more roads — 1
Widen Hodgson Road — 1

©O 0O OO



O Improve Gramsie Road —1
Unsure -9

O Improve public transit — 1
0 Maintain infrastructure — 1

In your opinion, are social, recreation and civic activities in the community accessible to all residents, regardless
of age, income or race? If not, what can be done to improve accessibility? — 81 responses

Yes—44

No —24

Be inclusive to all - 4

Develop central location to meet (main street area) — 1
Improve public transit to Community Center — 4
Increase diversity on City Commissions and Boards — 1
Increase/improve senior programming — 3

Increase teen programming — 1

Look at programs in first tier suburbs — 1

Lower cost of programs/offer assistance — 8

Offer events and programs throughout entire city — 2
Improve City support—1

Improve connectivity — 1

Unsure —13

0 Increase advertising of events and programming — 1

0 Increase weekend and evening programming — 1

0 Offer assistance for programs — 1

O 00O O0O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo0OOo

What are some initiatives the City could undertake to improve health and wellness opportunities in the
community? — 77 responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than
77 responses)

Expand programming — 13 o
Maintain Parks and Trails — 12 .
Add and improve trails — 10

Lower cost of programs/free classes — 9 ]
Offer events and programs throughout entire °
city—7 °
Add health related businesses — 4 .
Encourage neighborhood exercise groups — 4 .
Host a health fair—3 .
Offer programming for all ages — 3 .
Add a senior center and programming — 2 .
Environmental resources (compost, quality .
water, etc.) - 2 °

Promote use of trails and parks — 2
Provide classes on health topics — 2

Traffic patrol — 2

Increase diversity on Council, City Commissions
and Boards -1

Increase volunteer opportunities — 1

Offer healthier food at Community Center — 1
Skating rink for year-round use — 1

Maintain government services — 1

Maintain fitness classes — 1

Improve public transportation — 1

Reduce development -1

Change in leadership—1

Other -4

Nothing/unsure — 6



Destination Shoreview — Survey #3, Land Use and Development

106 Responses — April 3, 2018

What do you believe is the greatest challenge the City faces regarding land use and development? — 99
responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 99 responses)

Risk of overdevelopment — 16

Lack of available land — 14

Protecting the environment — 14

Maintaining the character of Shoreview and the
neighborhoods — 11

Balancing development while protecting our
green space — 9

Adding more businesses (small businesses,
restaurants, etc.) -7

Balancing residential and commercial
developments — 6

Infrastructure (clean water, road maintenance,
stormwater) — 6

Affordable housing — 5

Increased traffic—5

Amount of city regulations — 4

Maintaining parks — 4

Creating development plans that will satisfy all
-3

Diversified housing — 3

Other -3

Climate change — 2

Redevelopment in general — 2
Updating/maintaining existing developments —
2

Aging homes - 1

Attracting mixed-use developments — 1

Costs related to development — 1

Creating high density housing — 1

Creating space for refugees — 1

Met Council -1

Redeveloping the Shoreview Mall —1

TCAAP Development — 1

Please list specific areas in Shoreview where you believe redevelopment should be fostered and encouraged -
72 responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 72 responses)

Add medium density housing — 1

Bike trails — 1

Commercial areas — 10

Create large lots with small houses for high
density development — 1

CtyRdE-1

CtyRdF-1

Cty Rd | (between Hamline and Lexington and
north of TCAAP development) — 2

Cty Rd J (35W and Hodgson) — 4

Expand industrial businesses — 1

Gramsie Rd (Chatsworth St, Hodgson Rd, Victoria
St)-6

Hodgson Rd (Rice St, between Tanglewood and
Snail Lake) -3

Hwy 96 — 6

Intersection of 1-694 and Rice Street —5
Lexington Ave — 2

Maintain existing housing and yards — 2
Maintain open spaces — 1

Major intersections — 2

Northwest corner of Rice Street and Owasso Blvd
-2

Northern Shoreview — 1

Nowhere —9

Other -5

Reduce apartment buildings — 1

Reduce regulations — 1

Residential area north of TCAAP development —
1

Rice Creek Corporate Park—1

Shoreview Hills — 1

Shoreview Mall - 20

Shoreview Oaks — 1

TCAAP Area—1

Turtle Lake Drive — 1



What type of land use development or redevelopment would you like to see
encouraged in the future?
83 responses

eerp@ __|gn
Attached Housing | 27
Multi-Family Residential [ NRRNIDNIDIIE ¢
Business Park [ NG 13
Senior Housing [N
office |INNINIGEGEGEGE °
Industrial | NG ©

When planning for land use in the City, which of the following should be
considered?
104 responses

Impacts on the natural environment I 2
Impacts on nearby single family residential neighborhoods I 50
Sustainable land use G 4 ]
Traffic I 40
Housing choice for all ages and income levels IEEEEEE———— 30
Public transit I 7
Stormwater management I 3

Public safety I )2

Connectivity I 13

Fiscal impact I 13

Employment opportunities I 11
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Identify the three most important characteristics or amenities you believe
should be incorporated into development projects.
102 responses

Pedestrian and bike friendly I /2
Energy efficiency I £ 7
High quality architectural design I 4 7
Public transit facilities I 34
Landscaping I 32
Public gathering spaces I 3
Pet friendly I 15
Play spaces I 14
Publicart I 12

Buildings oriented towards the street with reduced setbacks I 7

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

The following statements describe ways development could happen in the City of Shoreview. Please indicate
how strongly you would support these types of development in the future.

Mixed-use development that Redevelopment of underutilized
integrates multi-family residential retail, business park, or industrial
with retail and office uses areas with similar land uses or

multi-family residential
m Strongly against
m Strongly against

= Somewhat
against = Somewhat
= Neutral against
= Neutral
m Support
= Support

m Strongly support
m Strongly support




Multi-family residential

development along the major roads

or intersections in the City

m Strongly against

m Somewhat

against

= Neutral

m Support

m Strongly support

Senior housing along major
roadways or intesections

m Strongly against
= Somewhat
against

= Neutral

m Support

m Strongly support Q@

Redevelopment of residential
properties along major roadways or
intersections with attached housing

m Strongly against

= Somewhat
against

= Neutral

= Support

m Strongly support

Small lot single family residential

m Strongly against

= Somewhat
against

= Neutral

= Support

m Strongly support

development

5.8%

ap

What concerns you the most about redevelopment in the community? — 97 responses (Please note that

individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 97 responses)

Too many apartments (low income, high end,

senior) — 17

Increased traffic — 13
Maintaining parks and open spaces — 12

Destruction

developments — 9

of

single-family

Risk of overdevelopment — 9

homes

for

Impact  of

developments
neighborhoods — 7
Protecting the environment — 7

on  existing

Maintaining the character of Shoreview and the

neighborhoods — 6
Lack of affordable housing — 5

Lack of businesses (retail, restaurants, etc.) — 5



Lack of public transportation — 5

Lack of housing diversity — 4

Need to increase walkability — 4
Other -3

Accessibility — 2

City does not listen to its residents — 2
City provides too many incentives (variances,
TIF) -2

Housing — 2

Increased crime — 2

Increased population —2

Increased taxes — 2

Adapting to changing times — 1

Aging population -1

Constant road construction — 1
Decreased property values — 1
Destruction of Victoria Apple Orchard — 1
Disjointed commercial areas — 1
Increased noise — 1

Internet access —1

Lack of energy efficient developments — 1
Need for higher density — 1

Need for increased mixed-use — 1

Need to be sustainable — 1

Overcrowded schools — 1

Too many single-family homes — 1

Is there a specific land use that you would like to see in the community? (Examples; entertainment, restaurant,
employment center, senior housing, entry-level housing, etc.)— 92 responses (Please note that individuals wrote

several items, which is why it totals more than 92 responses)

Restaurants — 40

Variety of businesses (retail, local,
entertainment, mixed-use, etc.) — 28

Variety of housing types (accessible, affordable,
single-family, apartments, etc.) — 24

Parks and Rec (open space, wildlife areas,
outdoor waterpark, etc.) — 20

Other (Happy City project, cultural areas,
TCAAP, etc.) -7

Employment centers (large, high-paying) — 5
Public transportation — 4

Nowhere — 4
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Destination Shoreview — Survey #4, Economic Development

47 Responses — April 3, 2018

What should the City's economic development priorities be?

Attraction of new
employment
opportunities at livable
wage & salaries

Attract & retain
commercial services

Assist in the retention & Reinvestment in older Development of
expansion of key commercial & industrial incentives to attract &
employers areas retain businesses

H 1st Choice ®2nd Choice ® 3rd Choice

What type of business or industry would you like to see more of in Shoreview?
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Identify the three most important roles the City should play in business and
economic development.

30
25
20
15
10
5 .
0
Aggressively market  Assist with new Building Develop favorable Provide incentives to Pursue
commercial & business start ups relationships land use regulartions attract and retain redevelopment
industrial locations between business & for business businesses opportunities on
government development available sites

B 1st Choice ®2nd Choice 3rd Choice

What trends do you believe need to be addressed for Shoreview to remain economically competitive in the
future? — 26 responses (Please note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 26
responses)

e Need to add businesses (restaurants, retail, e Balancing development and regulations — 1
entertainment) — 5 e Arden Hill's tax base—1

e Public transportation — 4 e Lack of available land -1

e Other (Let the market decide, artificial e Adding mixed-use areas — 1
intelligence, stop developing) — 4 e Redeveloping older areas —1

e Attracting businesses — 2 e Using schools to attract development — 1

e Increased traffic—2 e Adding jobs that pay well -1

e Property taxes —2 e Available services for businesses — 1

e Aging housing—1 e Supporting businesses — 1

Aging population -1



How would you rate the quality and character of our commercial areas?
43 responses
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What retail or business services do you feel are lacking or are limited in
Shoreview?
46 responses

Fine dining | 2/
Family restaurants I 25
Entertainment I 22
Boutique shops NN 13
Other NN 7
Bix box retail NN 4
Fast food N 3
Grocery stores N 3
None I 2

Responses to other:

Retail - 1 e Home improvement and childcare — 1
Health food/co-ops and local coffee shops — 1
Local restaurants — 1

30



If employed, what City do you work in?
37 responses
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Increasing our mix of employment opportunities and retail services will require
redevelopment. Redevelopment requires development at a higher intensity
with a more urban development pattern. This includes increased building
heights, reduced building setba

mYes mNo



Destination Shoreview — Survey #5, Housing

64 Responses — April 3, 2018

What type of housing development would you like to see?
59 responses

M Single-family homes on 1/4 acre lots or larger

25.40%
B Small lot single-family homes
37.30%

B Detached or attached townhomes

1.70%

3.40% B Multi-family apartments

Senior housing

15.30%
B Mixed-use developments

16.90%

What do you consider desireable characteristics of a residential neighborhood?
60 responses
Well kept properties and appearance NN 20
Proximity to parks and open spaces [ 14
Other NGNS S
Convenient access to goods and services I 7
Character NN S5
Access to transit NN 3
Access to sidewalks and trails I 2

Proximity to schools [N 1

Responses to other:

Several of the above — 5
Engaged neighbors — 2
Safety, well-kept, and quiet - 1



If there is one thing you could improve in your neighborhood, what would it
be?
54 responses

20 19
18
16 14
14
12
10
8
6 5
4
2
0
Maintenance of properties  Connections to parks and open Sidewalks and trails Other
space
Responses to other:
e Access to businesses - 3 e Knowing that the City won’t rezone my
e Access to public transportation — 3 neighborhood and demolish homes — 1
e Infrastructure (layout, streetlights, etc.) - 3 e Lessnoise—1
o All of the above -1 e Nothing—1
e Code enforcement—1 e Redevelopment -1
e Increased front porches — 1 e Taxes—1
e Increased recycling—1 e Younger neighbors — 1

What do you believe are the top housing needs in Shoreview?
59 responses

Maintenance of our aging housing & neighborhoods | NI ¢
Housing affordable to all residents | NN ::
New owner-occupied housing opportunities | [ lEGEG<NGEEEEEEEEE -
Preservation of naturally occuring affordable housing | I :
other NG ¢

Housing for young individuals and families | [ NN >

Responses to other:

e All/several of the above — 3 e Communal living—1
e Nothing—1 e Wetland maintenance — 1



New housing construction in fully built suburban communities like Shoreview is challenging due to rising land
values, limited vacant land and construction costs. Recently, new housing has occurred through redevelopment
and in some instances, has required the City to provide financial or other incentives for the redevelopment to
occur. Redevelopment of these sites has increased the City’s tax base. Do you support the use of financial or
other incentives for new housing development? Why? — 59 responses

e Yes—36
0 Depends on the development (affordable housing, mixed use, etc.) — 16
0 Need to offer incentives for development to occur — 4
0 Theincreased tax base is worth it — 3
0 But incentives should not be bigger than the increase in the tax base — 2
0 Need to consider the impact to existing neighborhoods — 2
0 Aslong as it doesn’t affect the schools — 1
0 Cityis able to have a say in the development — 1
e No-19
The City should support the existing housing and road needs — 2
The increased tax base is not worth it — 2
There is enough development — 2
Developers do not stay in the community — 1
Do not trust the city — 1
It simply isn’t needed - 1
Need to consider the impact to existing neighborhoods — 1
Shouldn’t need incentives for development to occur — 1
e Unsure—4
0 Depends on the development (affordable housing, mixed use, etc.) — 2

©Oo0Oo0OO0OO0OO0O0OOo

New single-family home construction can occur in established neighborhoods through the demolition of the
existing home. Generally, the new home has a different character, style and value than existing homes. While
new construction can be viewed as reinvestment in the neighborhood, residents have expressed concern about
this type of development. What concerns would you have? — 59 responses (Please note that individuals wrote
several items, which is why it totals more than 38 responses)

e The new homes are sized to the lot and e Displacing families — 3
neighborhood — 22 e Depends on the home —2

e Noconcerns—16 e Quality of the new homes - 2

e The housing will be unaffordable - 10 e Code enforcement -1

e Maintain the character of the neighborhood — 6

e |mpact to neighborhood and property values — 3

e Prefer the homes to be remodeled rather than
demolished — 3

Do not supportitatall—1
Environmental impact — 1

Lack of diversity — 1

They would be turned into rentals — 1



The average residential density for Shoreview is 3.08 units per acre. Residential development that occurs
through redevelopment will require higher densities (over 8 units per acre). Do you support higher density
residential development, provided it is located appropriately (along roadways with higher traffic volumes, near
transit and other services)? What concerns do you have about higher density housing? — 58 responses (Please
note that individuals wrote several items, which is why it totals more than 38 responses)

e Yes—19
Affordability — 1
As long as they aren’t turned into rentals — 2
Depends on the development — 3
Increased traffic— 4
Increased noise — 1
Need more schools -1
e No-18
0 Impact on the neighborhoods — 6
0 Increased traffic—5
O Increased crime -1
0 Increased demands —1
0 Only in underutilized areas - 1
0 They would be turned into rentals — 1
0 Schools cannot support increased population - 1
e Unsure—21
Increased traffic and parking — 9
Impact on the neighborhoods and infrastructure — 5
Increased crime —3
Needs to maintain the character of the neighborhood — 2
High density needs to be spread throughout the city — 1
Residents would not be invested in the community — 1
The City will need to create new rules for different housing types — 1

O o0OO0OO0O0O0OOo

How long have you lived in the City? How much longer do you plan on
61 responses living in Shoreview?
62 responses

4.80%

12.90%

m Over 20 years ® 2-5 years 11-20 years m Over 20 years m 11-20 years 6-10 years

m 6-10 years m < 2 vyears m < 2 years m 2-5 years



What type of residential unit do you Do you own or rent?
live in? 63 responses
63 responses

1.60%
3.20%, ,1.60%

m Single-family
home

m Detached or
attached
townhome

= Apartment

98.40%
95.20%

Thinking back to when you moved to Shoreview, what factors were most
important to you in selecting Shoreview?
63 responses

Schools I 44
Location I 33
Parks and Trails I 31
Housing/neighborhoods GG 0
Safety I 24
Close to job IEEEEEGEGGNGEEEEEEEE 17
Affordability I 14
Close to family/friends G 11

Other NN 6

= Own

m Rent

50



Destination Shoreview — Survey #6, Natural Resources and Resiliency

31 Responses — April 3, 2018

Please rank what you feel are the top three issues related to natural resources
and resiliency in Shoreview.
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Please rank what you feel are the top three water quality issues in Shoreview.
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What conservation practices or activities do you currently practice on your land
or in your home?
28 responses
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Solar panels Geo-thermal Rain gardens Rain barrels Other Composting Waste Xcel's Saver's Other
systems landscaping reduction & Switch
practices increased
(berm, native recycling
habitat,
swale, etc.)

Responses to other:

e Reduced lawn irrigation — 2
e Windsource energy — 1
e Variety of practices - 1

What are the challenges or barriers that impact your participation in conservation efforts? — 18 responses
(Please note that individuals wrote several challenges, which is why it totals more than 18 responses)

e Cost—-11

e City Regulations —2

e Lack of curbside pickup for compost — 2

e lack of recycling opportunities — 2

e Practicality — 2

e Balancing lawn irrigation and appearance of yard with restricted water use — 1
e Difficult to recycle plastic bags — 1

e Education—1

e Recycling only picked up every 2 weeks — 1

e Too many trees for solar opportunities — 1



What do you believe is the most effective way the City can protect our natural
resources and conserve resources?
30 responses

7%

W Education
17%

Laws & regulations
M Acquisition of land or easements
B Establish partnerships with other

governmental and non-profit agencies

B Other

Responses to other:

e Require solar panels on all public buildings — 1
e Offer additional recycling events - 1

In the past, the City has incorporated sustainable practices into our operations,
community facilities and infrastructure. Examples include utilizing green
building techniques in City facilities and innovative stormwater management in
road reconstruction

mYes

= No




Each year, the City’s Environmental Quality Committee hosts an Environmental
Speaker Series that addresses topics on natural resources and resiliency. Have
you attended any of these in the past?

31 responses

m Yes

= No

What type of speakers/topics would you like to see covered in the future Environmental Speaker Series? - 17
responses (Please note that individuals wrote several challenges, which is why it totals more than 17 responses)

Benefits of conservation efforts and return on investment — 3
Invasive species — 3

Autonomous vehicles — 1

BlueZones — 1

Conservation practices -1

Gardening—1

Groundwater use and contamination — 1
Stormwater management—1

Well maintenance — 1

Wildlife — 1

Various topics —1

Not sure -2

Rotate meeting night and time — 2

Provide additional viewing opportunities — 1
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Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

Shoreview

Re-zoning in Shoreview
1 message

Tue, Nov 21, 2017 at 1:13 PM
To: kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov

Dear Planner Castle,

It has just come to my attention that the home I rent is in the area designated for potential re-zoning. We
have not received anything in the mail about this.

Although we rent rather than own, it would be a mistake to think that this does not have a huge impact on
our family, and we should be kept informed by the city.

On a larger scale, I am more than disappointed about the city's lack of transparency on this issue. We plan
to stay in Shoreview long-term, and it is clear that re-zoning this area would have far-reaching
consequences for many residents, beyond those in the zone.

I hope that the city revises its communication strategies.

Thank you,

Katherine Grillaert

565 Hwy 96 W
Shoreview MN

https://mail.google.com/mail/v/0/?ui=2&ik=43afe91074&jsver=CS87NgUoRx4.en.&vie... 11/21/2017
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Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Comments on "Destination Shoreview 2040" proposal Page 1 of 2

at (o

% Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>
Shoreview

Comments on "Destination Shoreview 2040" proposal

Thu, Nov 16, 2017 at 3:16 PM
To: "kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov" <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

David Bornus
614 Arner Ave.

Shoreview
Dear Kathleen:

| attended the open house at the Shoreview City Hall on Nov. 14, but there were too
many people present for me to be able to offer any comments/questions.

Since the deadline for offering comments is Nov. 22, it seems that there is a very short
window for receiving comments on such a major change affecting a large number of
residents. Several people who attended the meeting expressed frustration to me that
they did not know enough about the matter to even formulate questions. In my opinion
the open house did not seem to be organized very effectively and probably has resulted
in elevating residents' general anxiety that "something is going on" or "they are getting
ready to take our property." It might have been prudent to begin the open house with a
general informational presentation to ensure that everyone could begin with a shared
general knowledge base, rather than having to explain things individually

to several dozen residents standing in a line during a two-hour period.

While it does seem clear (to me) from reviewing the printed materials provided that the
city is not actually proposing redevelopment of our property at this time, what is evident is
that it plans to rezone the areas, indicating openness to receiving proposals from
developers, who would then likely utilize the city's power of eminent domain

to incrementally conduct forced buyouts of the local residents. This would certainly only
be a matter of time after the rezoning initiative is complete, and | think this is the

primary fear of every resident who was in the room.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?vi=2&ik=43afe91074&jsver=CS87NgUoRx4.en.&vie... 11/20/2017
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Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Comments on "Destination Shoreview 2040" proposal Page 2 of 2

My specific comments on the proposed update of the "comprehensive plan."

1. We were only shown the proposed new language. It would be helpful to also see the
language of the prior comprehensive plan (circa 2008) in order to make valid comparisons
regarding what is changing and help individual residents assess the possible impact.

2. In my own case at 614 Arner, | currently own two adjacent lots and have envisioned
potentially subdividing my property, selling the vacant lot to a potential buyer who might
be interested in constructing a single dwelling there, and utilizing the proceeds to pay off
my own mortgage. However, proposed Iltem D of PDA #6 states: "The City prefers parcels
be consolidated with one another in order to create a consolidated and integrated
redevelopment pattern. Individual parcels may not be redeveloped in isolation without
consideration of the redevelopment of this entire area." This proposed language would
apparently impose a permanent constraint upon my ability to ever subdivide my property,
removing my ability to utilize a potential asset | now possess, and so | oppose this language
as proposed. A possible compromise would be to delete the second sentence.

Thank you for your attention. |too am a government employee and recognize the
challenges in coordinating large and complex initiatives with many stakeholders.

David Bornus

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=43afe91074 &jsver=CS87NgUoRx4.en.&vie... 11/20/2017



Comment Form — Comprehensive Plan

PDA Open House
November 14/15, 2017

Name: Anna Riechers

Address: 4603 Dale Street North

- Comments:

As a property owner who borders PDA 6, [ am opposed to a land designation change. My
opposition is based on the following:

1.

Adjoining Property Value Decreases:
My property value will decrease should single family homes be removed to allow for
high density residential dwellings.

Domino Affect:

I live in a close-knit community that is currently thriving. As each home within this PDA
changes over to Institutional or high density residential use, it then decreases the quality
of life for those that moved here to be in a neighborhood setting. Over time, homeowners
may feel pressured to sell and leave this neighborhood. Residents of Dale Street and
Arner Ave. did not select a lakeview single family home in order to eventually be
bordered by buildings and parking lots.

Traffic and Safety in a residential community:

If homes on HW 96 are converted to other uses, I suspect traffic entry would then be
rerouted to Dale Street resulting in parking lots adjacent to my home. This would heavily
increase traffic in my neighborhood affecting the safety of the children within it.

If you zone it, they will come:

Having attended the Community Conversations, I am aware that developers are seeking
land to build upon near arterial roadways. If the land designation in the comprehensive
plan changes, I am confident developers will begin to pressure homeowners into selling
their homes which will decimate this neighborhood. I understand that land designation is
the precursor to a potential change in zoning,

Transparency:
Although my property borders PDA 6, I was not included in the group of residents that
was mailed notice of this potential change. I have spoken with many residents who
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would also oppose this change that would greatly impact their homes and lives, yet they
were not made aware of this proposal due to lack of notification. (i.e. the other side of
Armner Ave.) I understand that all of Shoreview may not need notification, however I
would expect as a property owner to be made aware if my next-door neighbor’s house
was being re-designated for high residential occupancy or institutional use. Therefore,
asking for comments at this open house is not sufficient if Shoreview is truly seeking
feedback and attempting to be transparent.

. What is being proposed?

Why would a low residential land use designation need to be reallocated for Institutional,
Medium Density Residential AND High Density Residential? This does not provide clear
information for residents. It is difficult to respond to this. Could it not be decided which
the city is interested in re-designating this land for? Should PDA 6 be dissected into
smaller parcels before land use changes are proposed?

There are other locations better suited to fulfill this need:

While at the Community Conversation for Housing and Development I asked the panel of
experts assembled where high density residential developments should be located when
Shoreview is nearly completely developed and why it would need to happen in a fully
functional neighborhood. Alan Arthur of Aeon stated that there are “tons of single story
spaces that can be moved to provide for affordable housing without attacking current
residential”. The Shoreview Mall at Lexington and HW 96 was mentioned. Single family
homes within a thriving community need not be removed to provide room for higher
density residential dwellings.

. Restrictions:

If PDA 6 changes in land designation it opens the door for rezoning. Once the land is
rezoned I am concerned this will limit the options, and therefore property values, of the
homes within PDA 6. If a homeowner wishes to sell to another single family for
residential purposes, will rezoning block this capability? Will a change in land
designation make it more difficult to sell a home for fear of redevelopment on the part of
potential buyers? Will rezoning produce a smaller pool of buyers for current property
owners rather than selling to future single-family owners and therefore reduce the value
of these properties and in turn the neighborhood? Currently, single family homes in
Shoreview are in high demand creating higher property values I do not feel the potential
benefits of changing land designation outweigh the negative effects that will be produced
by a change in land designation.

Community, Character, and Affordability:

Shoreview is an amazing City. Our parks and trails, lakes, outstanding schools, engaging
programs and recreational opportunities make this City one of the best places to raise a
family in the Twin Cities. PDA 6 is noted as single family homes that are “generally



older and smaller”. I recently attended numerous community conversations that detailed
the need for affordable housing within our community. Had I not found the house I
currently am in, I would not have been able to afford a home in Shoreview. Many of my
neighbors live in homes that ARE the more affordable homes in Shoreview. If
Shoreview wishes to attract young families who will utilize our numerous resources
while attending our schools, participate in our recreational offerings, and contribute to
this City as engaged citizens, as we members of the PDA 6 neighborhood do, then these
homes should not be eliminated through a change in land designation that will open the
door for redevelopment for townhomes, condos and high-density building units. Surely if
there is a need for these types of dwellings, they can be built in areas that would not
decrease the amount of affordable single-family homes.

I have stated many times throughout the years that we hit the jackpot when we moved
into this home. The reason I have said this is because of the people that we are
surrounded by in our Dale/Arner community. We have neighborhood potlucks, National
Night Out, graduation open houses, babysitters who can walk home, and Godparents to
our children who live just a few doors down. Changing the fabric of this neighborhood
would be a great loss to so many who reside here.

I'understand the requirement to update the comprehensive plan and the need to
proactively address the needs of a growing and changing city. I appreciate the work of
our city staff who do so much of this behind the scenes work so that we residents may
live in such a wonderful community. I thank you for your consideration of the needs of
the Dale/Arner, aka, Highway Corridor community. Raising a young family in this
community has been a treasured blessing. We do not wish to see this change.

Sincerely,

Anna Riechers



Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - 2018 Comprehensive Plan - Suggested Revisions Page 1 of 2

#71

ik x 3 Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

Shoreview

2018 Comprehensive Plan - Suggested Revisions

I Fri, Nov 17, 2017 at 7:52 AM

To: kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov

Good morning Kathleen,

This email is in follow up to the PDA Open House on November 14.

As discussed, here are my suggested revisions to the proposed language of the 2018 Comprehensive Plan
for PDA #7 — Gospel Mission Camp and Snail Lake Properties (page numbers refer to the November 1,
2017 open house notice mailed to property owners):

Page 7, last paragraph, first sentence

+ Proposed language: “If redevelopment were pursued, the City would prefer a redevelopment plan
that encompasses all of the residential properties and is supported by the present property owners.”

* Suggested revision: “If redevelopment were pursued, the City would require a redevelopment plan
that encompasses all of the residential properties and is supported by all of the present property
owners.”

Page 8, first paragraph, first sentence

* Proposed language: “Redevelopment proposals that include only a portion of this area may also be
considered.”

* Suggested revision: “Redevelopment proposals that include only a portion of this area will not be
considered.”

Thanks for your consideration. If there are any questions on these suggested revisions, please feel free to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Ann (Amy) Thomas
688 Highway 96

H 651.486.6359

C 612.597.5868

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=43afe91074&jsver=CS87NgUoRx4.en.&vie... 11/20/2017
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Tyme Properties LLC

November 21, 2017

Kathleen Castle

City Planner

City of Shoreview

4580 Victoria Street North
Shoreview, MN 55126
keastle@shoreviewmn.gov

RE: Destination Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan

Dear Kathieen,

Thank you for taking the time to speak with Steve Schreier and myself at the Shoreview Destination 2040 Open House. On
behalf of the property owner, VoranDesoto LLC, we discussed our concerns regarding the stricter requirements in this 2018
Comprehensive Plan than the previous 2008 Comprehensive Plan. Please find attached our proposed revisions to the
language as it pertains to the property on the west side of Hodgson Road.

Please let me know if you find these changes to be acceptable or if you would like to schedule a meeting to discuss our
concerns.

Thank you for your consideration.

Thomas M. Schuette
On behalf of Tyme Properties LLC

TMS/k

Enclosure
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Proposed Language — 2018 Comprehensive Plan

PDA #11 Gramsie/Hodgson Road/Rice Street Intersection

This PDA consists of vacant and developed land north of the Hodgson/Gramsie Road/Rice Street intersection.
The two developed parcels sit on the east side of Hodgson Road and also bounded by Rice Street and County
Road F. The New Life Lutheran Church at 180 County Road F is 4.99 acres in size and appears to have sufficient
land area for future development, however, a significant portion of the property is encumbered with a drainage
and utility easement. The adjoining property at 4001 Rice Strest is less than an acre and fully developed with a
commercial use.

The vacant parcels are located west of Hodgson Road and include four parcels with a total land area of 6 acres.
This property is also bounded by several streets including Hodgson Road, Gramsie Road and Virginia Avenue.
The land uses surrounding this area vary with low density single family residential to the nerth-and-west, high
density residential to the north and south and commercial to the south. Land uses east of this area include low
density attached and detached residential in the City of Vadnais Heights. These properties are wooded with
mature vegetation that has provided a natural buffer for the adjoining single-family residential neighborhood from
the higher intensity uses located at the intersection.

Policies
The redevelopmeht and development potential for this area is supported by the intensity of the adjoining land
uses, frontage on Hodgson Road, an arterial and proximity to Interstate 694 and the Regional Vadnais-Snail Lake

Park and availability of transit. Development or redevelopment that provides additional housing choices and
opportunities in this area would be supported provided the policies of this PDA are met.

East Side-of Hodgson Read - Owned by Others
West Side of Hodgson Road

The land use designations for the vacant parcels include RM, Medium Density Residential and RH, High Density
Residential, O, Office and MU, Mixed Use.

A. Primary access from Gramsie Road is preferred to reduce the impact of development on the adjacent single-
famity residential neighborhood. Access to the site from Virginia Avenue is-net-desirable-but-may be permitted
through the City's development review process. The curvature of the roadway creates access issues onto
Gramsie Road; therefore, centralized access to all properties is encouraged.

B. Development will require the removal of many existing mature trees on the property. The City encourages a
site design that preserves trees, especially those that are located near the perimeter and could provide shade
and screening. Tree replacement will be required as specified in the Development Code. In addition to
replacement, a landscaped buffer wilkmay be required and sheuld-may consist of a combination of the following
to reduce the impact of development on the adjeining single-family residential land uses: fencing, berming,
deciduous or evergreen trees and shrubs.

C. Traffic impacts will need to be evaluated. Development shall-should seek to rethave-an-minimize ary-adverse
the traffic Impact on the-adjoining single-family-residential-neighborheod-properties.

D. The development of this property shall-should include a master plan to accommodate all parcels. The

development-of-a-single-parcel-or portion-ofthis-site-will-net-be-considered-unlesspart et a-masterplan.

E. Struectures-—shall-be-oriented-toward
setbacks will be considered if they result in increased setbacks and buffer area from the adjomlng smgle-famlly
residential neighborhecod.




F. Mixed-use developments must adhere to the following policies:

1. The primary land use shall be residential,

2. Commercial and office uses are suitable in a mixed-use development provided they are integrated into a
residential building and are oriented towards Gramsie Road and Rice Street.

3. Land uses shall transition to residential on the rerth-and-west sides of the property where the adjoining
land uses are low-density single-family residential.
enhancedlandscape-buffer



Hello,

| am writing as a resident who borders PDA 6 in the 2018 Comprehensive Plan. 1am
requesting that PDA 6 be removed from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan. | make this
request for the following reasons:

1. REJECTED BY RESIDENTS: | have spoken to the majority of residents both in
and surrounding this PDA and the overwhelming consensus is that we are
opposed to this PDA. We collectively have a petition that inciudes 4 of the 7
homes inside the PDA as well as 19 homes surrounding the PDA asking that
PDA 6 be removed from the Comprehensive Plan. The following language is on
the petition that has been signed 26 times:

“Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Council:

We do not wish to see our EOW denssﬁy residential
neighborhood turned into high d ty residential.
We request that Policy Deveﬂﬁpmem Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018
comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. it detracts
from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic
re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are
other areas in Shoreview that would allow for high density without attacking
existing low density residential neighborhoods.”

The three homes inside the PDA that did not sign, the head of house couid not be
reached in time to submit this feedback.

2. RIGHTS OF THE EXISTING COMMUNITY: We did not move into a
neighborhood with underutilized open space or an underutilized business park



that was previously zoned for such purposes. We chose our properties with the
intent of living in a low density residential neighborhood. This is not a default
park or green space because an office building was never built. We chose this
community intentionally. This PDA could destroy what we residents value most
about our properties aside from the community we find through our neighbors.

. OTHER OPTIONS: Atthe Community Conversation hosted during the
Destination Shoreview campaign specifically discussing land use, Alan Arthur of
Aeon, was a speaker who can be quoted as saying, "there are tons of single-
story spaces that can be moved to provide for affordable housing without
attacking current residential.”

Administrators who do not live in Shoreview may make sweeping statements that
Highway Corridors are where high density should occur. Residents, those that
live here and are most familiar with these neighborhoods, should be listened to.
High density can occur above strip malls, in the town center, in business parks.
This small neighborhood does not need to be taken over to keep up with a format
driven by people who do not even live here.

. PRIVACY: This PDA, whether it develops now, 10 or even 20 years from now,
will cause a huge loss of privacy for residents who chose lots specifically with
privacy in mind. A high density apartment building will tower over adjacent
homes. If allowed in this Comprehensive Plan, you are relinquishing any right to
listen to impacted neighbors should a developer come in with a proposal that fits
this high density standard. This is unacceptable. This will drastically alter the
quality and character of this low density residential neighborhood. There simply
is not enough room in the PDA for a high density building not to adversely impact
adjoining residents.

. SECURITY: Those of us who are as lucky as | am, live in communities where
we know each other. We have potlucks, we babysit for each other, we help each
other when someone is sick. We take care of our neighbor's homes when
someone else is out of town. We watch out for each other and know when
something is not normai for our neighbors’ homes. We intervene if something is
amiss. We enjoy a thriving community where we depend on and take care of
one another. Removing single family homes in order to build buildings which
require parking lots, or even public trails between our homes, takes away that
assurance that our neighbors are the people next door. We lose that sense of
security in the place that is most sacred to us, the place we raise our young
families.

. Traffic: Traffic would inevitably be re-routed to Dale Street North shouid a new
development occur where single family homes currently reside. This would have
a terrible impact on the single family homes with young children who live next
door. We live in a quiet neighborhood and this peace would be majorly disrupted
with a new building and driveway entrance to a parking lot outside all of our
homes.



7. CREEP: As you have seen, residents within this PDA want it removed from the
Comprehensive Plan. If it is accepted into the Comprehensive Plan, even
residents who do not wish to see new development go up around them, may
eventually feel forced out of this community, which they love, because of what
may move in next door should a neighbor pass away or sell to a high paying
developer.

8. LACK OF UNDERSTANDING AND TRANSPARENCY: | have a great deal of
respect for our Shoreview City Staff. They are incredibly knowledgeable and
accomplish much with limited staff.

My 1+ concem is that the Comprehensive Plan process is incredibly difficult to
understand for residents who have no background in city planning.

When a concerned resident attends an open house held over @ months ago and
is told we are not rezoning at this time, they feel they do not need to worry about
this PDA at this time. | have had numerous conversations with residents who
attended community conversations, city council meetings, and PDA open houses
who STILL did not understand that RIGHT NOW, is when their voice must be
heard if they have opinions regarding the PDAs. I did not understand this myself
until after | attended a GTS training seminar.

Further, those who submitted comments in preliminary stages, did not
understand that if they had further opposition to this PDA, more feedback was
required in later stages to be considered.

I expressed my dismay at a city council meeting November 6" of 2017 regarding
the fear of the open house style format of meeting for residents to ask guestions
about the PDAs.

| still believe open houses are not the best format for residents come to
understand the process and therefore share input at the appropriate times,
before it is too late. Communal conversations with questions and answers for all
to hear should be held with each PDA. These meetings should be open to ALL
residents in and surrounding the PDAs.

I believe staff have followed protocols and sent notices as are required. Ican

only imagine how time consuming that must be with limited resources. Having
spoken with residents, as a resident myself, | see that in this process, more is

needed before making such significant changes to the potential future of these
communities.

Thank you for your attention to this crucial matter,
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Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

Shoreview

Comments Chapter 4
1 message

Sun, Sep 9, 2018 at 7:05 PM

Kathleen,

This e-mail is in regards o Map 4.3 Future Land Use and PDA #6.

Our Dale Ct. S. household objects to including PDA #6 in the final Destination Shoreview Comprehensive Plan, We
currently have a great truly mixed neighborhood consisting of young, middle aged, retired, and eiderly households.
We currently like the family oriented nature of our neighborhood and would hate to see changes that could adversely
affect it. We are not comfortable with the unknown risk that PDA #6 would have now or in the future when changes in
City management could adversely affect our neighborhood.

In addition PDA #6 would affect these items.
1. More traffic.
2. More noise.

3. When looking out into our backyard we would be viewing some form higher density housing resulting in a loss of
privacy.

4. The domino effect, once PDA 6 development is obtained, will development continue its way going down Hwy 96
and who knows even go up Dale St. North?

We hope you and your colleagues make the right decision 1o remove PDA #6 from the final Destination Shoreview
Comprehensive Plan, .

Thank you for your consideration.

Jim & Dee Christopher & our kids Stephen & Sophia

https://mail google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2&ik=43afe91074&jsver=jOJ3TkC6zfU.en.&cbl=gmail fe 180904.11 p.. 9/11/2018
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Petition statement io be detivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Council:

Remove PDA-6 from the

Comprehensive Plan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018
comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. It detracts

from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic

re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are

other areas in Shoreview that would allow for high density without attacking

existing low density residential neighborhoods.

1 Name: Signature:
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Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Councik:

Remove PDA-6 from the
Comprehensive Pilan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turmned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018
comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. It detracts
from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic
re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are
other areas in Shoreview that would allow for high density without attacking
existing low density residential neighborhoods.
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Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Council:

Remove PDA-6 from the
Comprehensive Plan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018
comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. It detracts
from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic
re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are
other areas in Shoreview that would allow for high density without attacking
existing low density residential neighborhoods.
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Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Council:

Remove PDA-6 from th
Comprehensive Plan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018

comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. It detracts

from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic

re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are

other areas in Shoreview that would allow for high density without attacking

“existing low density residential neighborhoods.
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Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Councik:

Remove PDA-6 from the

Comprehensive Plan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turmned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018

comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. It detracts

from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic

re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are

other areas in Shoreview that would allow for high density without attacking

existing low density residential neighborhoods.
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Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Council:

Remove PDA-6 from the
Comprehensive Plan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018
comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. It detracts
from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic
re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are
other areas in Shoreview that woulid allow for high density without attacking
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Petition statement to be delivered to Shoreview Planning Commission and City Council:

Remove PDA-6 from the
Comprehensive Plan

We do not wish to see our low density residential
neighborhood turned into high density residential.
We request that Policy Development Area 6
(PDA-6) be removed from the 2018
comprehensive plan.

PETITION BACKGROUND

High density residential should not replace low density residential. it detracts
from the privacy, security, and quality of life of residents who live here. Traffic
re-routed to Dale St. would adversely affect our neighborhood. There are
other areas in Shoreview that would aliow for high density without attacking

existing low density residential neighborhoods.
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PDA #6 — Online Submittal

1)

2)

We are opposed to having Medium or High Density housing in the PDA #6 area. This will have a
negative impact on the single family residents in the area. Medium and high density housing
changes the character of the neighborhcod and the city of Shoreview.

We are against putting Medium or High Density housing in the PDA #6 area. When | think of
shoreview | picture lakes, green space, and single family homes. Placing apartment buildings so
close to the community center and Snail iake is not a good fit for the image of Shoreview.



Policy Development Area #11
Gramsie/Hodgson Road/Rice Street Intersection
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August 10, 2018

Ms. Kathleen Castle, Shoreview City Planner
City of Shoreview

4580 Victoria Street North

Shoreview, MN 55126

Re: Shoreview Comprehensive Plan 2040

PDA #11

Hodgson/Gramsie/Rice Street

Northwest corner — Vacant 6+ acre parcel and attached Residential Lot

Dear Ms. Castle and the Shoreview Planning Commission:

We are writing in response to the city’s Destination Shoreview 2040 plan. We are residents and
homeowners residing in the neighborhood next to the property associated with PDA #11
(Gramsie/Hodgson/Rice Street — West Side). We understand a Development Plan has not yet been
submitted for the West Side of PDA #11; however, recent activities performed by the property owner
(tree and house removal} and proposed changes to the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan have
generated concerns on the future of that parcel and the impact to the character of the existing
neighborhood.

1. Residential Lot
e Keep the property at 3961 Virginia zoned as Residential Single Family {RL). Recently a single
family home on that property was removed and the fot is now vacant.

2. Traffic

*  Minimize traffic onto Virginia Avenue from the parcel.

o We have a concern of increased traffic if the 6+ acre parcel is zoned Office or
Commerciai. Tenants, customers/clients may cut through the Virginia Avenue
neighborhoed in an effort to get onto Hodgson and exit the area.

o When County Road F was closed and became Hanska Court, traffic and speed on Virginia
Avenue greatly increased as neighbors exit the neighborhood.

e Concern on the appropriate placement of driveways to enter/exit the parcel once developed.
Sightlines are minimal and blind-spots exist trying to enter/exit Gramsie due to the road curving.
Trying to get from the parcel to go east/north onto Gramsie have the potential to be
treacherous. Exit onto Hodgson may not be possible due to traffic signai backup and the right
turn lane. Extra traffic on Virginia is not desired.

o If the exit from the parce! must be on Virginia Avenue, then widen Virginia Avenue to
provide for a left and right turn lane. Currently when people are trying to turn left
{north) from Virginia to Hodgson, they block anyone trying to turn right (south) and
already cause a back-up.

o Duetothe poor access options, there is concern it will lead to cutting through the
Virginia Avenue neighborhood to exit.



3. Zoning
s RL, RM, RH preferred
o A development similar to Shoreview Estates would be desired (RH, Owner-occupied).

* Inour experience, residents from Shoreview Estates do not exit through the
neighborhood to the west to exit the property. Shoreview Estates does have the
driveway directly onto Hodgson to alleviate that. Mature landscaping.

s Do not support Zoning of O, C, or MU
o Primarily due to increased traffic
o Existing retail on corner has long-time vacancies {Gramsie Square)
* Request a buffer of mature trees between the residential houses and the parcel
o Restore a portion of the woods that were recently clear-cut. At the time of the tree
removal, the city relayed the message that the intention was to only remove
diseased/invasive trees. The removal seems to have been more aggressive than needed
from our perspective —as a neighbor.
s Request landscaping on all sides/street views
s If a multi-unit development, request underground parking and trash storage.
s No variance on the height and set-back of the development.
e A drawback for any size development is how they will safely enter/exit the property and not
impact traffic through the Virginia Avenue neighhorhoaod.

4. Other improvements to the site
» Drainage
o Please add a road improvement to alleviate the water accumulation on Virginia Avenue
at Hodgson Road. This is frequently flooded. In the winter the flooding/ice makes it
difficult and hazardous at times to get up the slight incline to exit from Virginia onto
Hodgson. The road is impassable for walkers when flooded (bus stop, store, trails).
s Sidewalk
o Please add a sidewalk on Hodgsen from Virginia Avenue to Gramsie Avenue.
o Asidewalkis also desired on Hodgson from Virginia Avenue north to Hanska Court.
= These proposed sidewalks will connect the existing trails and provide greater
pedestrian safety and access to bus and retail.

A belated thank you for hosting the informational meeting on June 15. Barb did attend and was pleased
with the information the city provided. Our neighborhood is very active and engaged in sharing our
vision for the parcel. We have a concern that the Shoreview Plan only sees the parcel from the middle of
the intersection of Rice/Hodgson/Gramsie, whereas we see it from a mature neighborhood and a buffer
to the Commercial area and traffic signats.

In summary — our main concerns are that the residentfal lot remains single-family and that traffic
entering/exiting the parcel is addressed regarding an increase in volume and safety.

Thank you for your consideration,

Erik and Barbara Westgard, homeowners and residents
3990 Virginia Avenue, Shoreview, MN
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To: Kathleen Castle

Shoreview City Planner

CC: Chairperson John Doan

Planning Commission

CC: Mayor Sandy Martin

City Council

4580 Victoria Street North
Shoreview, MN 55126
August 15, 2018

Subject: Neighborhood Concerns Regarding Future Development of West Side of PIDA #11

Dear Ms. Castle,

We, the undersigned, request that the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan be updated to reflect
the following Ttems:

Item 1. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

Item 2. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the East Side of
PDA #11

Item 3. Keep the O and RM designations and remove the RH and MU designations from
the Land Use Designation for the West Side of PDA #11

Item 4. Policies for the West Side of PDA #11 if RH and/or MU Designations Remain

1) Hodgson Road re-design in ~2026 should be incorperated inte a comprehensive
traffic review

2) The subject property should not have access to Virginia Ave

3) The density should be less than the density of the rejected 1995 proposal (<16.8
units/acre)

4) Ne variances from the strict zoning codes should be allowed for set-backs, height,
eie.



5) Height is limited to the maximum height of adjacent structures (Shoreview Estates
Condominiums is 3 stories)

6) Commercizl space should be limited to <10,000 square feet

7} Natural buifers between development and neighbors (i.e. mature trees)

8) This property should not be designated for PUD — Planned Urban Development

9) Financial tools should not be used for this property (i.e., TIF, property tax
abatement, special assessments, special service district, housing improvement area)

Item 5. Include the designation of O as a Land Use Designation for the West Side of PDA
#11

The justification for each item is expressed below.

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens of Shoreview, MN residing in the neighborhood
surrounding the property associated with PDA # 11 (Gramsie/ Hodgson/ Rice Street). Although
a Development Plan has not been submitted for the West Side of PDA #11 for development,
recent activities performed by the property owner and proposed changes to the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan have required us to address our concerns regarding future development
within Shoreview, and specifically of the subject property. We request that our concerns be
addressed by taking the appropriate actions to update the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan
and guide future development on the subject property.

The property owner has signaled the potential for imminent development at the property located
on the West Side of PDA #11 by the following two actions:

I} Tear down of the residential property previously located at 3961 Virginia Ave,
Shoreview, MN
2} Clear cutting of mature trees located on the ~6 acres of vacant land zoned as UND.

This has been coupled with the decision to change the Land Use Designations of the West Side
of PDA #11 to higher density designations in the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The
2008 and 2018 Land Use Designations are as follows:

1}y 2008 Land Use Designations
a. O - Office
b. RM —Medium Density Residential (4-8 units/acre)
2) 2018 Land Use Designations
a. RM — Medium Density Residential (4-8 units/acre)
b. RH - High Density Residential (8 — 20 untts/acre)
c. MU —Mixed Use (20 — 45 units/acre)
d. Removal of O ~ Office from the Land Use Designation

We have discussed these developments with the City Planner and we still have concerns
regarding the future development at the West Side of PDA #11. Based on the response from the
Shoreview community to the removal of trees at the subject property, City Staff held an open
house on Tuesday, June 19™, 2018 to discuss and receive input regarding the subject property.
We appreciate the time and effort of City Staff in addressing our questions concerning future



development at the West Side of PDA #11. City Staff requested that we address our outstanding
concerns in writing and, therefore, the undersigned request that the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan be updated to reflect the following ltems:

Item 1. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

From Vadnais Lake in the South to County Road F in the North, the subject property is
surrounded by ~150 Low-Density (RL) Detached Residential (R1} structures (Shoreview: 59,
Vadnais Heights: 84). A Land Use Designation of RL on the subject property is consistent with
the adjacent Land Use Designations. Upon development, the property is suitable for RL Land
Use in its entirety or as a transition from higher-density housing to the surrounding neighborhood
on the North and West Side of the subject property. On the 6.37 acres available for development
on the West Side of PDA #11, 2 RL Land Use Designation would allow for the maximum of 25
new Low Density Detached residential units. Based on the surveys conducted by the Planning
Commission regarding the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan Dratt, over 60% of Shoreview
residents recommend that development within Shoreview should prioritize low density detached
residential structures. Including the RI. designation on the Land Use Designation for the West
Side of PDIA #11 would be consistent with the expectations of the surrounding neighborhood and
the City of Shoreview. The RL designation should also be used to account for the likely
inclusion of the property at 3961 Virginia Ave.

ltem 2. Imclude the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the East Side of
PBA #11

The same justification for ltem 1 is pertinent to the justification for ltem 2.

Item 3. Keep the O and RM designation and remove the RH and MU designations from
the Land Use Designation for the West Side of PDA #11

The subject property originally had a Land Use Designation of RM — Medtum Density
Residential (4 — 8 units/acre) and did not include the RH or MU designations. The subject
property is ~6.37 acres in size (including both the UND zoned properties and the property
located at 3961 Virginia Ave). The RM Land Use Designation would result in a potential
development containing 25 — 51 units. This type of development is consistent with the two
adjacent higher-density developments within the neighborhood:

1) Maximum number of units for West Side of PDA #11 with RM designation: 51 units
2) Shoreview Estates Condominiums: 72 units
3) Meadowlands Estates: 44 Units

In 1995, the property owner requested changing the Land Use at the subject property to
Residential High Density and develop a high-density residential structure comprising of 95 units
at a density of 16.8 units/acre. However, on September 5, 1995 the City Council denied the
proposal (See Shoreview City Council Meeting Minutes from September 5, 1995). The City
Council denied the development since the development density was too high. Although council
members recommended that the developer reduce the density of the proposal by 50 % to have



further consideration, the property developer never resubmitted a proposal. Residents turned out
in force to oppose the proposal. Many of these residents still reside within the neighborhood and
the cwrrent residents in the neighborhood still recognize that a development containing 95 units
(16.8 units/acre density) is too high of density for this property. By reducing the density by 50
%, as originally recommended by the City Council, the density would be consistent with an RM
— Medium Density Residential Land Use Designation. Therefore. RH and MU Land Use
Designations are not consistent with historical and current expectations and the City of
Shoreview should remove the RH and MU Land Use Designations for the West Side of PDA #11
from the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan,

The City Council reviewed the West Side of PDA #11 for the Augusi, 2018 City Council
Meeting (see 2018-08-06 City Council Packet). The consensus of the City Council was that the
West Side of PDA #11 should not include the designation for Mixed Use (MU). The
undersigned agree that the West Side of PIXA #11 should not include MU. The consensus of the
City Council designated RH (high-density residential) and O (office), however, they removed the
RM designation. The undersigned request that RM, RL, and O designations should be used for
the West Side of PDA #11 and the RH and MU designations should be removed.

Item 4. Policies for the West Side of PDA #11 if RH and/or MU Designations Remain

As discussed in Item 1 and Item 3, RL and RM are more appropriate Land Use Designations for
the West Side of PDA #11 and that the RH and MU designations should be removed from the
subject PDA. However, if the RH and MU Land Use Designations remain for the West Side of
PDA #11, additional policies for the PDA should be considered. The undersigned recognize that
other high-density developments within Shoreview have been opposed by the residents. For
example, the development on the North-west side of 1-694 and Rice Street was opposed by
residents in the Rustic Place neighborhood. The City of Shoreview commissioned a study for the
development of the property, the March 2015 City of Shoreview Highway Corridors Transition
Study, which proposed the devefopment of 60-70 high-density residential units on the site.
However, the completed development will inchide 144 units with a density of 31.5 units/acre,
over double the density recommended by the conmunissioned study. The undersigned are
concerned about development on the subject property consisting of similar density.

In addition to the MU designation’s ultra~high density (20 — 45 units/acre), MU also includes
space for commercial. However, the adjacent commercial space (Gramsie Square) is not fully
utilized. The developer did not complete the proposed commercial development as is seen by the
bare foundation blocks on the South end of the commercial structure. The City of Shoreview
tried to address this issue with the property owner in 1986 (See City Council Meeting Minutes
from November 3, 1986), however, this issue remains. Since adjacent commercial space is
underutilized and not viable, commercial development should not be considered on the subject
property,

As discussed, the neighborhood has concerns with both the over development (i.e. too high of
density) and viability of commercial space at the subject property. Therefore, if RH or MU Land



Use Designations are included for the West Side of PDXA #11; the following Policies should be
considered:

)]

2)
3)

4)
3)

6)
7)
8)
9)

Hodgson Road re-design in ~2020 should be incorporated into a comprehensive traffic
review

The subject property should not have access to Virginia Ave

The density should be less than the density of the rejected 1995 proposal (<16.8
units/acre)

No variances from the strict zoning codes should be allowed for set-backs, height, etc.
Height is limited to the maximum height of adjacent structures (Shoreview Estates
Condominiums is 3 stories)

Commercial space should be limited to <10,000 square feet

Natural buffers between development and neighbors (i.e. mature trees)

This property should not be designated for PUD - Planned Urban Development
Financial tools should not be used for this property (i.e., TIF, property tax abatement,
special assessments, special service district, housing improvement area)

Item 5. Include the designation of O for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

The 2008 Comprehensive Plan included O ~office as a suitable Land Use Designation for the
West Side of PDA #11. As discussed above, the MU Land Use Designation is too high of
density for the subject property. Therefore, an O Land Use Designation would still allow for the
construction of office space on the subject property. RM and RL Land Use Designations could
be used to transition from Office space to the low-density residential neighborhoods adjacent to
the subject property.

Thank you for taking time to consider our requested updates to the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan. We look forward to working with you on the safe, sustainable, and
economically viable development of the West Side of PDA #11 in the future.

Sincerely,



Neighborhoeod Concerns Regarding Future Development of West Side of PDA #11
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Neighborhood Concerns Regarding Future Development of West Side of PDDA #11
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Neighborhood Concerns Regarding Future Development of West Side of PDA #11
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5} Height is limited to the maximum height of adjacent structures (Shoreview Estates
Condominiums is 3 stories)

6) Commercial space should be limited to <10,000 sguare feet

7} Natural buffers between development and neighbors (i.e. mature trees)

8) This property should not be designated for PUD ~ Planned Urban Development

9} Finamcial tools should not be used for this property (i.e., TIF, property tax
abatement, special assessments, special service district, housing improvement area)

ftem 5. Include the designation of O as a Land Use Designation for the West Side of PDA
#11

The justification for each item is expressed below.

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens of Shoreview, MN residing in the neighborhood
surrounding the property associated with PDA # 11 (Gramsie/ Hodgson/ Rice Street), Although
a Development Plan has not been submitted for the West Side of PDA #11 for development,
recent actives performed by the property owner and proposed changes to the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan has required us to address our concerns regarding future development
within Shoreview, and specifically of the subject property. We request that our concerns be
addressed by taking the appropriate actions to update the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan
and guide future development on the subject property.

The property owner has signaled the potential for imminent development at the property located
on the West Side of PDA #11 by the following two actions:

1) Tear down of the residential property previously located at 1961 Virginia Ave,
Shoreview, MN
2) Clear cutting of mature trees located on the ~6 acres of vacant land zoned as UND.

This has been coupled with the decision to change the Land Use Designations of the West Side
of PDA #11 to higher density designations in the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The
2008 and 2018 Land Use Designations are as follows:

1) 2008 Land Use Designations
a. O-—Office
b. RM — Medium Density Residential (4-8 units/acre)
2) 2018 Land Use Designations
a. RM — Medium Density Residential (4-8 units/acre)
b. RH - High Density Residential (8 — 20 units/acre)
¢. MU - Mixed Use (20 — 45 units/acre)
d. Removal of O — Office from the Land Use Designation

We have discussed these developments with the City Planner and we still have concerns
regarding the future development at the West Side of PDA #11. Based on the response from the
Shoreview community to the removal of trees at the subject property, City Staff held an open
house on Tuesday, Tune 19, 2018 (o discuss and receive input regarding the subject property.
We appreciate the time and effort of City Staff in addressing our questions concerning future



development at the West Side of PDA #11. City Staff requested that we address our outstanding
concerns in writing and, therefore, the undersigned request that the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan be updated to reflect the following [tems:

Item 1. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

From Vadnais Lake in the South to County Road F in the North, the subject property is
surrounded by ~150 Low-Density (RL) Detached Residential (R1) structures (Shoreview: 59,
Vadnais Heights: 84). A FLand Use Designation of R1 on the subject property is consistent with
the adjacent Land Use Designations. Upon development, the property is suitable for RIL Land
Use in its entirety or as a transition from higher-density housing to the surrounding neighborhood
on the North and West Side of the subject property. On the 6.37 acres available for development
on the West Side of PDA #11, a RL Land Use Designation would allow for the maximum of 25
new Low Density Detached residential units. Based on the surveys conducted by the Planning
Commission regarding the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan Draft, over 60% of Shoreview
residents recommend that development within Shoreview should prioritize low density detached
residential structures. Including the RL designation on the Land Use Designation for the West
Side of PDA #11 would be consistent with the expectations of the surrounding neighborhood and
the City of Shoreview.

Item 2. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the East Side of
PDA #11

The same justification for Item 1 is pertinent to the justification for Item 2.

[tem 3. Remove the RH and MU designations from the Land Use Designation for the West
Side of PDA #11

The subject property originally had a Land Use Designation of RM — Medium Density
Residential (4 — 8 units/acre) and did not include the RH or MU designations. The subject
property is ~6.37 acres in size (including both the UND zoned properties and the property
located at 1961 Virginia Ave). The RM Land Use Designation would result in a potential
development contatning 25 — 51 units. This type of development is consistent with the two
adjacent higher-density developments within the neighborhood:

1) Maximum number of units for West Side of PDA #11 with RM designation: 51 units
2) Shoreview Estates Condominiums: 72 units
3) Meadowlands Estates: 44 Units

In 1995, the property owner requested changing the Land Use at the subject property to
Residential High Density and develop a high-density residential structure comprising of 95 units
at a density of 16.8 units/acre. However, on September 5, 1995 the City Council denied the
proposal (See Shoreview City Council Meeting Minutes from September 5, 1995). The City
Council denied the development since the development density was too high. Although council
members recommended that the developer reduce the density of the proposal by 50 % in to have
further consideration, the property developer never resubmitted a proposal. Residents turned out



in force to oppose the proposal. Many of these residents still reside within the neighborhood and
the current residents in the neighborhood still recognize that a development containing 95 units
(16.8 units/acre density) is too high of density for this property. By reducing the density by 50
%, as originally recommended by the City Council, the density would be consistent with an RM
— Medium Density Residential Land Use Designation. Therefore, RH and MU Land Use
Designations are not consistent with historical and current expectations and the City of
Shoreview should remove the RH and MU Land Use Designations for the West Side of PDA #11
from the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

Item 4. Policies for the West Side of PDA #11 if RH and MU Designations Remain

As discussed in ltem 1 and ltem 3, R and RM are more appropriate Land Use Designations for
the West Side of PDA #11 and that the RH and MU designations should be removed from the
subject PDA. However, if the RH and MU Land Use Designations remain for the West Side of
PDA #11, additional policies for the PDA should be considered. The undersigned recognize that
other high-density developments within Shoreview have been opposed by the residents. For
example, the development on the North-west side of 1-694 and Rice Street was opposed by
residents in the Rustic Place neighborhood. The City of Shoreview commissioned a study for the
development of the property, the March 2015 City ot Shoreview Highway Corridors Transition
Study, which proposed the development of 60-70 high-density residential units on the site.
However, the completed development will include 144 units with a density of 31.5 units/acre,
over double the density recommended by the commissioned study. The undersigned are
concerned about development on the subject property consisting of similar density.

In addition to the MU designation’s ultra-high density (20 — 45 units/acre), MU also includes
space for commercial. However, the adjacent commercial space (Gramsie Square) is not fully
utilized. The developer failed to complete the proposed commercial development as is seen by
the bare foundation blocks on the South end of the commercial structure. The City of Shoreview
tried to address this issue with the property owner in 1986 (See City Council Meeting Minutes
from November 3, 1986), however, this issue remains. Since adjacent commercial space is
underutilized and not viable, commercial development should not be considered on the subject

property.

As discussed, the neighborhood has concerns with both the over development (i.e. too high of
density) and viability of commercial space at the subject property. Therefore, if RH or MU Land
Use Designations are included for the West Side of PDA #11, the following Policies should be
considered:

1) Hodgson Road re-design in ~2020 should be incorporated into a comprehensive traffic
review

2) The subject property should not have access to Virginia Ave

3) The density should be less than the density of the rejected 1995 proposal (<16.8
units/acre)

4) No variances from the strict zoning codes should be allowed for set-backs, height, etc.



5) Height is limited to the maximum height of adjacent structures (Shoreview Estates
Condominiums is 3 stories)

6) Commercial space should be limited to <10,000 square feet

7) Natural buffers between development and neighbors (i.e. mature trees)

8) This property should not be designated for PUD - Planned Urban Development

9) Financial tools should not be used for this property (i.e., TIF, property tax abatement,
special assessments, special service district, housing improvement area)

Item 5. Include the designation of O for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

The 2008 Comprehensive Plan included O —office as a suitable Land Use Designation for the
West Side of PDA #11. As discussed above, the MU Land Use Designation is too high of
density for the subject property. Therefore, an O Land Use Designation would still allow for the
construction of office space on the subject property. RM and RL Land Use Designations could
be used to transition from Office space to the low-density residential neighborhoods adjacent to
the subject property.

Thank you for taking time to consider our requested updates to the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan. We look forward to working with you on the safe, sustainable, and
economically viable development of the West Side of PDDA #11 in the future.

Sincerely,
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Dear Cify Piéhning Cohﬁm'irésirc')ri', -
My name is Mike Larson and | am a resident at 4045 Hodgson Road (Shoreview Estates)- next
to the vacant piece of land on the corner of Rice/Hodgson/Gramsie- | think it's formally known

as PDA #11. | have lived here for 14 years and love this area because of the parks, walking
traills and quiet neighborhoods around me. | want to see it stay that way.

| understand that it is going to be developed sooner or later. So please keep these concerns in
mind when you consider the proposal for its development.

| do not want to see the zoning changed to high density residential or mixed use.
I'd prefer low density (single family homes) but would be ok with medium density residential.

Please keep the height of the new building to 3 stories max- to maintain a consistent look and
feel of our beautiful neighborhood.

Please do not allow any financial tools 1o finance this property- (No special assessments,
Property tax abatement, TIF, special service district, or housing improvement area). If the
developer is the one who is going to profit from this, | just ask that he is the one who pays for his

project. _

e

Last thing, please do not allow access from Virginia Ave, since it would cause a traffic nig htmare
for our relatively quiet neighborhood.

Thanks for taking my concerns into consideration,

Mike Larson

SEARRL AT L TR T o
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To: Kathleen Castle, Shoreview City Planner
CC: Chairperson John Doan, Planning Commission

CC: Mayor Sandy Martin, City Council
August 10, 2018
Subject: Neighborhood Concerns Regarding Future Development of West Side of PDA #11

Dear Ms. Castle,

We, the undersigned Board members of Shoreview Estates Condominium Association, an
elected body authorized to represent the interests of Homeowners of 72 condominium units at
4045 Hodgson Road in Shoreview, Minnesota, request that the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive
Plan be updated to reflect the following Items:

Item 1. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

Item 2. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the East Side of
PDA #11

Item 3. Remove the RH and MU designations from the Land Use Designation for the West
Side of PDA #11

Item 4. Policies for the West Side of PDA #11 if RH and MU Designations Remain

1) Hodgson Road re-design in ~2020 should be incorporated into a comprehensive
traffic review

2) The subject property should not have access to Virginia Ave

3) The density should be less than the density of the rejected 1995 proposal (<16.8
units/acre)

4) No variances from the strict zoning codes should be allowed for set-backs, height,
etc.

5) Height is limited to the maximum height of adjacent structures (Shoreview Estates
Condominiums is 3 stories)

6) Commercial space should be limited to <10,000 square feet

7) Natural buffers between development and neighbors (i.e. mature trees)

8) This property should not be designated for PUD — Planned Urban Development

9) Financial tools should not be used for this property (i.e., TIF, property tax
abatement, special assessments, special service district, housing improvement area)



Ttem 5. Include the designation of O as a Land Use Designation for the West Side of PDA
- #11

The justification for each item is expressed below.

We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens of Shoreview, MN residing in the neighborhood
surrounding the property associated with PDA # 11 (Gramsie/ Hodgson/ Rice Street). Although
a Development Plan has not been submitted for the West Side of PDA #11 for development,
recent actives performed by the property owner and proposed changes to the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan has required us to address our concerns regarding future development
within Shoreview, and specifically of the subject property. We request that our concerns be
addressed by taking the appropriate actions to update the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan
and guide future development on the subject property.

The property owner has signaled the potential for imminent development at the property located
on the West Side of PDA #11 by the following two actions:

1) Tear down of the residential property previously located at3961 Virginia Ave,
Shoreview, MN
2) Clear cutting of mature trees located on the ~6 acres of vacant land zoned as UND.

This has been coupled with the decision to change the Land Use Designations of the West Side
of PDA #11 to higher density designations in the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The
2008 and 2018 Land Use Designations are as follows:

1) 2008 Land Use Designations
a. O- Office
b. RM —Medium Density Residential (4-8 units/acre)
2) 2018 Land Use Designations
a. RM — Medium Density Residential (4-8 units/acre)
b. RH - High Density Residential (8 — 20 units/acre)
¢. MU —Mixed Use (20 — 45 units/acre)
d. Removal of O — Office from the Land Use Designation

We have discussed these developments with the City Planner and we still have concerns
regarding the future development at the West Side of PDA #11. Based on the response from the
Shoreview community to the removal of trees at the subject property, City Staff held an open
house on Tuesday, June 19*, 2018 to discuss and receive input regarding the subject property.
We appreciate the time and effort of City Staff in addressing our questions conceming future
development at the West Side of PDA #11. City Staff requested that we address our outstanding
concerns in writing and, therefore, the undersigned request that the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan be updated to reflect the following Items:

Item 1. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11



From Vadnais Lake in the South to County Road ¥ in the North, the subject property is
surrounded by ~150 Low-Density (RL) Detached Residential (R1) structures (Shoreview: 59,
Vadnais Heights: 84). A Land Use Designation of R1 on the subject property is consistent with
the adjacent Land Use Designations. Upon development, the property is suitable for RL Land
Use in its entirety or as a transition from higher-density housing to the surrounding neighborhood
on the North and West Side of the subject property. On the 6.37 acres available for development
on the West Side of PDA #11, a RL Land Use Designation would allow for the maximum of 25
new Low Density Detached residential units. Based on the surveys conducted by the Planning
Commission regarding the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan Draft, over 60% of Shoreview
residents recommend that development within Shoreview should prioritize low density detached
residential structures. Including the RL designation on the Land Use Designation for the West
Side of PDA #11 would be consistent with the expectations of the surrounding neighborhood and
the City of Shoreview.

Item 2. Include the designation of RL for the Land Use Designation for the East Side of
PDA #11

The same justification for Item 1 is pertinent to the justification for Item 2.

Item 3. Remove the RH and MU designations from the Land Use Designation for the West
Side of PDA #11

The subject property originally had a Land Use Designation of RM — Medium Density
Residential (4 — 8 units/acre) and did not include the RH or MU designations. The subject
property is ~6.37 acres in size (including both the UND zoned properties and the property
located at 1961 Virginia Ave). The RM Land Use Designation would result in a potential
development containing 25 — 51 units, This type of development is consistent with the two
adjacent higher-density developments within the neighborhood:

1} Maximum number of units for West Side of PDA #11 with RM designation: 51 units
2) Shoreview Estates Condominiums: 72 units ‘
3) Meadowlands Estates: 44 Units

In 1995, the property owner requested changing the Land Use at the subject property to
Residential High Density and develop a high-density residential structure comprising of 95 units
at a density of 16.8 units/acre. However, on September 5, 1995 the City Council denied the
proposal (See Shoreview City Council Meeting Minutes from September 5, 1995). The City
Council denied the development since the development density was too high. Although councit
members recommended that the developer reduce the density of the proposal by 50 % in to have
further consideration, the property developer never resubmitted a proposal. Residents turned out
in force to oppose the proposal. Many of these residents still reside within the neighborhood and
the current residents in the neighborhood still recognize that a development containing 95 units
(16.8 units/acre density) is too high of density for this property. By reducing the density by 50
%, as originally recommended by the City Council, the density would be consistent with an RM
— Medium Density Residential Land Use Designation. Therefore, RH and MU Land Use
Designations are not consistent with historical and current expectations and the City of



Shoreview should remove the RH and MU Land Use Designations for the West Side of PDA #11
from the Shoreview 2040 Comprehensive Plan.

Item 4. Policies for the West Side of PDA #11 if RH and MU Designations Remain

As discussed in Item 1 and Item 3, RL and RM are more appropriate Land Use Designations for
the West Side of PDA #11 and that the RH and MU designations should be removed from the
subject PDA. However, if the RH and MU Land Use Designations remain for the West Side of
PDA #11, additional policies for the PDA should be considered. The undersigned recognize that
other high-density developments within Shoreview have been opposed by the residents. For
example, the development on the North-west side of 1-694 and Rice Street was opposed by
residents in the Rustic Place neighborhood. The City of Shoreview commissioned a study for the
development of the property, the March 2015 City of Shoreview Highway Corridors Transition
Study, which proposed the development of 60-70 high-density residential units on the site.
However, the completed development will include 144 units with a density of 31.5 units/acre,
over double the density recommended by the commissioned study. The undersigned are
concerned about development on the subject property consisting of similar density.

In addition to the MU designation’s ultra-high density (20 — 45 units/acre), MU also includes
space for commercial. However, the adjacent commercial space (Gramsie Square) is not fully
utilized. The developer failed to complete the proposed commercial development as is seen by
the bare foundation blocks on the South end of the commercial structure. The City of Shoreview
tried to address this issue with the property owner in 1986 (See City Council Meeting Minutes
from November 3, 1986), however, this issue remains. Since adjacent commercial space is
underutilized and not viable, commercial development should not be considered on the subject

property.

As discussed, the neighborhood has concerns with both the over development (i.e. too high of
density) and viability of commercial space at the subject property. Therefore, if RH or MU Land
Use Designations are included for the West Side of PDA #11, the following Policies should be
considered:

1) Hodgson Road re-design in ~2020 should be incorporated into a comprehensive traffic
review

2) The subject property should not have access to Virginia Ave

3) The density should be less than the density of the rejected 1995 proposal (<16.8
units/acre)

4) No variances from the strict zoning codes should be allowed for set-backs, height, etc.

5) Height is limited to the maximum height of adjacent structures (Shoreview Estates
Condominiums is 3 stories)

6) Commercial space should be limited to <10,000 square feet

7) Natural buffers between development and neighbors (i.e. mature trees)

8) This property should not be designated for PUD — Planned Urban Development

9) Financial tools should not be used for this property (i.c., TIF, property tax abatement,
special assessments, special service district, housing improvement area)



Item 5. Include the designation of O for the Land Use Designation for the West Side of
PDA #11

The 2008 Comprehensive Plan included O —office as a suitable Land Use Designation for the
West Side of PDA #11, As discussed above, the MU Land Use Designation is too high of
denstity for the subject property. Therefore, an O Land Use Designation would still allow for the
construction of office space on the subject property. RM and RL Land Use Designations could
be used to transition from Office space to the low-density residential neighborhoods adjacent to

the subject property.

Thank you for taking time to consider our requested updates to the Shoreview 2040
Comprehensive Plan. We look forward to working with you on the safe, sustainable, and
economically viable development of the West Side of PDA #11 in the future.

e et ibonr Ealilsas Condomimsioon) Decosinlion
ot ol

Pat Maietta, Board President
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Policy Development Area #16
YMCA/Island Lake Golf Course
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6/05/18 DRAFT

2040 LAND USE REVIEW - Island Lake Avenue PDAs

1. TwoPDAs
A. YMCA / Island Lake Golf Course
B. Ambassador Baptist Church Property

2. General Issues

A,

A.

Vehicutar Circulation {traffic capacity}

Lexington Avenue is a major thoroughfare from County Road E to I-694, and the only available road to the fand
locked areas to the east and west. Traffic will increase from the west side of Lexington Avenue from the Arden
Hitls Business Park redevelopment. To create additional traffic from Shoreview on this critical corridor would
be short-sighted. Local traffic will increase from now until 2040 when Lexington Avenue stretches from 1-35W
to the North, to the Mississippi River to the South. Is Lexington Avenue reaching capacity?

Community Growth

The growth potential on the Arden Hiils property to the west is far greater than Shoreview to the east.
Whatever the PDA recommendations are, they must consider the impact of development on both sides of
Lexington Avenue, with its limited right-of-way for expansion. More traffic will come with TCAP Development.

Signal Lights

There are two signal light intersections on Lexington Ave. and a railroad crossing between County Road E

and I-694. Traffic entering and exiting Lexington Ave. have to travel thru the existing signal light intersections.
This restricts flexible land use options on the Shoreview side and challenges the development future on the
Arden Hills side of Lexington Avenue. There is little chance that an additional traffic light intersection would be
added to Lexington Avenue between County Road E and [-694 to the north.

Specific PDA Issues

YMCA / Island Lake Golf Course

Concerns

Any vehicular circulation to Lexington Avenue from the 41 acre panel will make it more congested.
Recommendation

There should be limited development on this land. No mixed-use. Consider a YMCA addition or a Shoreview
special park development; EG. A garden park.

Ambassador Baptist Church

Concerns

The integration of the church and residential iots will be hard to assemble as a reasonable commercial parcel.
The southern border of the residential properties adjoins the Regional Park. Commercial development would
be incompatibie with the park. Also, the topography here is challenging. The church was built on marshiand in
a depression relative to the adjacent tand elevations. This is not an attractive site.

Recommendation

Leave it as is. Remove the [and from the PDA iist.
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Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Fwd: Destination Shoreview 2040t What? Page 2 of 2

you have enjoyed.

| grew up about a mile from this area and rode horseback through the entire Island Lake property as a youngster. |
share your appreciation for the beauty and serenity and wouid not want to see development.

That being said, we also must be realistic as we plan for the next 10-20 years, and the Gomprehensive Plan really
addresses those changes that the County might create if they decided to sell that beautiful land. 1, personally, would
hope that the Caunty would add most of the land to Island Lake Park, if such a situation were to occur.

Ta my knowledge, there are absolutely no plans in place for sale of that property. It wouid be important to share your
concerns with the Ramsey County Board and with the Commissioner for this District, Blake Huffman.

Please fee! free to contact me again if you have further questions.
Sandy Martin

Mayor
{Quoted text hidden]

https://mail. google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2& ik=43afe91074& jsver-SpEck3ZemTg.en &cbl=gmail fe 180801.14 p.. 8/7/2018
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Dear Kathleen Castle;

I amvwriting in response to-the city’s
“Destination Shoreview 2040” plan. We are
course property would have o negative: impact on
Island Lake’y water quality. Drop “Mixed Use”
from the plaw and preserve what we have as once
it goes to-av private developer, it will never revert
back to-public parkland, enjoyed by so- many.

St ely, Addw J
% ol T [fon I
N W = 6@2@ iZ/Ef&u, i 537

August 7, 2018
Dear Kathleen Castle,

I amvwriting in respovse to-the city's
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan. We are
concerned that any development of the golf
cowrse property would have a negative impact on
Idand Lake’s water quality. Drop “Mired Use”
from the plan and preserve whatl we have ay ovice
it goes to-a private developer, it will never revert
back to-public parkland enjoyed by so- mary.

Sincerely, Addresy

A, A e G2 Juton A AE



August 7, 2018
Dear Kathleen Castle,

I e writing v respovse to-the city’s
“Destination Shoreview 2040” plaw. I do-NOT
support adding “Mired Use” to-the Land Use
Designation for the golf course and YMCA or
“Office” to-the Ambuassador Chuwrch Property. The
quality of life inour neighbovhood is very good,
supported by the fact that 12 residenty either grew
up or had paventy that grew up invowr
neighborhood of 50 homes:

Sincerely, o N SZMQQ )
/ﬁw Qp@mﬂ VO@E{S@&@M W -
AW?, 2018
Dear Kathleen Castle,

I amvwriting in response to-the city’y
“Destination Shoreview 2040” plan. We are
concerned that any development of the golf

cowrse property would hawve o negative impact on
Idand Lakely water quality. Drop “Mired Use’
from the plan and preserve what we have as once
it goes to-a private developer, it will never revert
back to-public pawkland enjoyed by so- many.

Sincevely,

Aadregs | g (e
Granda  Buver L%&é@lﬂ%ﬁa on



August 7, 2018
Dear Kathleerw Castle,

I v writing in respovse to-the city’y
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan: We are
concerned that any development of the golf
course property would have o negative impact o
Idand Lake’y water quality. Drop “Mired Use’
fromv the plan and preserve what we have as ovce
it goes to-a private developer, i& will never revest
back to-public parkland, enjoyed by so- monvy.

Sincerely, Address
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August 7, 2018
Dear Katideen Castle,

I amvwriting in respovse to-the city’y
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan. We ave
course property would have av negative tmpact on
Idand Lake’s water quality. Drob “Mixed Use’
from the plan and preserve what we have as once
it goes to-av private developer, it will never revert
back to-public paviland enjoyed by so many.

Addvess
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Augiust 7, 2018
Dear Kathleen Castle,

I v writing in respovnse to-the city’s
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan. I do-NOT
support adding “Mixed Use” to-the Land Use
Designation for the golf course and YMCA or
“Office” to-the Ambassador ChauwchvProperty. The
quality of life ivv our neighbovhood iy very good,
supported by the fact that 12 residenty either grew
up or had parentythat grew up i our

" neighborhood of 50 homes.

Sincerely, Address
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August 7, 2018
Dear Kathleen Castle,

I aww writing in respovse to-the city’s
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan. I do-NOT
supporvt adding “Mired Use” to-the Land Use
Designation for the golf course and YMCA or
“Office’” to-the Ambassador Church Property. The
quality of life in owr neighborhood iy very good,
supported by the fact that 12 residenty either grew
up or had paventy that grew up i owur
neighborhood of 50 homes:
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August 7, 2018
Dear Kathleer Castle,

I v writing v response to-the city's
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan. Giventhe
high value Shoreview puty ovw our parks and opemn
spaces; it iy imperative To-preserve our few
remaining natural areay and community gemy
like the YMCA for futiwe generations. Please
remove the additionw of “Mixed Use” to-the Land
Use designations for ﬂwgo-lfcow&@a/nszMCA
properties.

Sincerely, Address
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August 7, 2018
Deow Kathleew Castle,

I amvwriting m;@,spome/tofhe city’y
“Destination Shoveview 2040” plan: I do-NOT
support adding “Mired Use” to-the Land Use
Designation for the golf course and YMCA or
“Office’” to-the Ambassador Chuwch Property. The
quadity of life inv our neighborhood iy very good,
suppovted by the fact that 12 residenty either grew
up or had parenty that grew up inour
neighborhood of 50 homes.

Sincerely, Addrvessy
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Shireviess, M 55126,
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3438 North Chatsworth Street
Shoreview, Minncsoia 55126
August 10,2018

We are writing you our thoughts on the proposal to rezone the YMCA and golf course land for multiple
use in the future,

The traffic congestion on Lexington between County Road E and 1-694 is already too heavy.

When we moved here 53 years ago the YMCA area was an old home thai had been vacated

and the Ramsey County asphalt plant was on the comer of E and Lexington. There were no street lighis
O our blocks or on Lexington. The area of the goif course and walking path was a wild place with tall
grass, trees and wild flowers through the summer.

The appeal of Shoreview isn’t how many sivip malfs, fast food places or multi-level apartment buildings
we have. The need to retain open spaces has never been preater.
The land cannot be easily reclaimed once it is gone. Please vote to retain the (1) and (P) designation.

Albert and Patricia Kaszynskd
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ISLAND LAKE GOLF CENTER

We oppose the closing of Island Lake Golf Center. Itisa valuable resource for
the community. This golf center provides a place for people of all ages to enjoy
the sport of golf. It is the perfect place for families to introduce their children to
golf. It provides a place for young golfers to participate in youth leagues. For
senior citizens it is a place to stay fit and gather with friends. Itis too valuable
to be destroyed.
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Re: Destination Shoreview 2040
From: Friends of Island Lake and island Lake/Milton Neighborhood Steering Committee
May, 2018

Traffic Generation

Since many of the residents have lived in the neighborhood for twenty or more years, we
recognize the challenges that traffic on our streets represents. We watch out for children
learning to ride their bikes, wave at Deluxe Check employees who walk by each day on their
noon break and recognize YMCA members walking or running for exercise. We want to
preserve the safety of all those using our streets: pedestrians, cyclists and motorists.

Grey Fox Road/lIsland Lake Avenue/Milton Street

Streets serve these populations:

[y

Single family residences: 41 homes on Island Lake and 10 homes on Milton

Street

2. Ambassador Baptist Church with services primarily on Wednesday evenings
and Sundays

3. Northwest YMCA with approximately 1500 visits/750 vehicles per day

4. Numerous service vehicles, school buses, delivery trucks, etc. each day

This network of streets dead ends at Island Lake.

island Lake Avenue is 31 feet wide with no sidewalks so all pedestrians and cyclists must
share the street with motorists. Any parking on the street limits the movement of
traffic even further.

We have no sidewalks so all pedestrians must share the street with vehicles. in addition
to neighbors, we have numerous YMCA members and Deluxe Check employees use the
street for exercise. Many use the street as part of a loop, connecting with the trail
through the Ramsey County open space south of Island Lake Avenue. That also joins
with the Island Lake trail at the north end of Milton Street that connects to other
Shoreview trails along Victoria Street.



Concerns Regarding Destination Shoreview 2040

“B. Traffic circulation through the development site may include a public road network that
has access to Red Fox Road and current south Target access road. Access onto Milton Street
should be avoided.” (Chap. 4, p. 46) Should Milton Street ever be opened up into the golf
course property and/or park, our traffic would increase dramatically since we would no longer
have a Dead End sign on Grey Fox Road at Lexington Avenue. As it is now, whenever there is a
long back-up for a train or road construction on Lexington, drivers who don’t see or believe
the Dead End sign speed down the street, hoping to get through to Victoria. A few years ago it
was so bad we requested that red flags be placed on the Dead End sign.

Allowing the land use designation of “Office” for the Ambassador Baptist Church Property
would dramaticaily increase the vehicle traffic on Island Lake Avenue and/or Grey Fox Road.
Based on Table 4-2: Stages of Development, “Office” designation could generate additional
traffic by up to 35 employees per acre. (Chap. 4, p. 10} The Grey Fox/Lexington intersection is
already problematic and does not need any more vehicles. Since the intersection has an
unusual alignment, many neighbors going straight through on Grey Fox Road report near
misses when cars make a left turn in front of them, thinking that they have the right-of-way.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Quoted from the most recent Shoreview Quality of Life/City Services Survey: “Residents
express pride in key community values: sense of connection, strong neighborhoods, safe
streets, exemplary park system and sterling but cost effective city services.”

In conclusion, we feel that these recommendations would control the generation of additional
traffic and provide for the safety of our neighbors and visitors, be they motorists, pedestrians
or cyclists.

1. Insure that NO access onto Milton Street from the Island Lake Golf Course property is
considered and it be stated as such in the plan.

2. Remove the “Office” land use designation from the Ambassador Baptist Church
Property.



May 8, 2018
Regarding: Island Lake Rezoning Proposals
To: Shoreview City Council and Ramsey County

This tand, currently zoned through the county as Park and owned by Ramsey
County, is under proposal to be rezoned by the city of Shoreview and Ramsey
County zoned R3 High-Density Residential and/or light industrial.

The property owners on Isiand Lake have been working for several years to
make Isiand Lake a resource for all of the local community. It has been a
herculean effort to clean the Lake up the way so many of us grew up
remembering it. 1t is not our intent to close off the Lake from the pubiic use,
but to continue to aliow it to be a special place for nature trails, YMCA, and
local residents.

We believe the allowing for heavy residential use is probiematic for several
reasons including traffic, safety, property values, education, and quality of life
for residents in the Island Lake neighborhood, as well as the surrounding
areas.

it would also put a large burden on city resources, which are already stretched
thin. There is concern about a “block buster” precedent for the construction of
future apartments on fand south of Island Lake Avenue if the land to the north
is developed. Furthermore, there is no evidence that there is a need for more
high-density residences in this particular area of Shoreview.

Traffic:

Congestion at County Road E and Victoria and also Lexington is already
unmanageable and a high concern for the City’s Traffic Department. The time
spent waiting at traffic lights to access this section of Shoreview is
considerably high. An increase in population will exacerbate this notorious



issue. Also, the congestion of traffic northbound on Lexington Avenue from
County Road E to 694 is consistently backed up twice a day. Often, the
residents of Island Lake Avenue (and the Milton Street area) must wait
several lights to exit from Grey Fox Road due to traffic and gridiock. Vehicles
have to sit at idle at the stoplight, where the pedestrian crossing is located,
waiting for the traffic to ease. This is a concern for traffic, pedestrian safety, as
well as idling vehicles. We believe that for any proposal to be considered
detailed traffic studies must be performed at peak times for local schools both
during the school year and in the summer.

Safety:

Increased traffic is also a major safety issue. The children on Island Lake
Avenue and Milton Street are on a dead end which provides some safety due
to low traffic volume. To allow for heavy residential would require massive
infrastructure improvements to the island Lake Avenue and Miiton Street,
which currently do not even have sidewalks.

An increase to traffic, which reasonably could expect to add nearly 1000
unique traffic visits per day, will put residents in a perilous position that
currently does not exist. We do not feel it reasonable to expect higher traffic
at faster speeds directly through the neighborhood, which seems the only
viable way to access the proposed building sites.

Crime rate is another concern of existing residents. -Shoreview does not have
its own police force. There are many statistics regarding increased crime
based on what density is approved through zoning. We do not oppose a
reasonable complex, however, the higher the density the higher the crime
rates.






Property Values:

Mixed income housing is certainly a good idea. We do not disagree with this
principle, only that our area is not conducive to it. Individual family homes are
better for the tax base than transient rental properties. In our particular area
home values are already low, a combination of high density apariments to a
low property valuation area historically produces lower home prices not
increased home prices.

Homeowners have a vested interest in the long-term success and safety of a
community, while transient residents of apartment complexes are decidedly
less concerned. With the broader view of Shoreview’s community in mind, this
project is at odds with the City Council’s objectives and neighborhood stability.

Quality of Life:

There is a very real and realistic fear that if there is high density housing, or
light industrial built along the golf course, or south of Island Lake Avenue, that
Milton Street will be opened up and residents and local organizations like the
YMCA will lose the feel with nature already existing through the local park and
trail system surrounding the lake. The quality of life issue aisc affects the
surrounding wildlife. Coyotes, birds, fox, deer, ducks, geese (and loons have
reappeared after many years) and other native species have a high population
on both sides of Island Lake Avenue, and also the lake itself. | fear that any
building will remove the habitat of these animals, further reducing quality of fife
for residents. Any development is going to have disastrous effects on any
wildlife in the area.

With approved construction already underway south of County Road E, two
communities under construction will overload the streets, traffic lights, and
neighborhoods, and when combined with the recent construction with 694
Road construction project, the continued construction still keeps home values
and quality of life low.



Adter years of work and a lot of money, lake residents have finally achieved
making the lake usable again. Hopefully reopening the water ski shows that
used to frequent the iake along with one time even holding the World Barefoot
Championships. | fear that large buildings will ruin any work already done and
make the lake unusable again.

Light poliution has increased significantly in this neighborhood due to the golf
Course, Target, the YMCA and the newest restaurants business just north of
Target and their 24 hour lights on palicy. Lighting hundreds of units and their
attendant parking lots for this development will also escalate problems among
the wildlife in the area further eroding the existing quality of life.

The City Council has taken on the great responsibility to ensure a superior
quality of life for Island Lake residents and we appreciate that trust. Please

protect our neighborhoods by rejecting more high-density housing.

High-density residential development is not the best use of this land. Keeping
the natural beauty of the area should be of utmost concern.

Please vote no on the rezoning of Island Lake Golf Course and isiand Lake
Nature Reserve land.

Sincerely,
Rob and Mary Anderson

Grew up an Milton Street from 1974-1990 and reacquired childhood home in
2017.



Re: Destination Shoreview 2040
From Friends of Island Lake and Island Lake/Milton Neighborhood Steering Committee
May, 2018

#1 Island Lake County Park Preservation

For years Shoreview has prided itself on the extensive parks and trails systems in the city,
highlighting them as primary Shoreview amenities. City studies [e.g., Shoreview Residential
studies from 2010-2015] confirm that such natural amenities rate as one of the most valued city
assets by its citizens.

It is shocking, then, to see a proposal in the Destination Shoreview 2040 plan which
envisions reducing parks and recreation space in Shoreview by over 23%.

In over a dozen places in the Destination Shoreview 2040 plan the value of parks and
open space are affirmed, along with their value to the community, and the need to respect and
preserve them, e.g.,

1. “The city and its residents place a high value on preserving the natural environment
of the community and ensuring new development fits the character of existing
neighborhoods and meets community needs. The goals and policies set forth in this
plan are intended to preserve and protect the City’s residential neighborhoods and
open space ...” and (Chap. 4, p. 11)

2. Goal — “Preserve the character of the community and community features valued by

residents including but not limited to parks, open space, natural environment and quality

neighborhoods” (Chap. 4, p. 13)

“Neighborhood parks represent the basic core of the City’s park system” (Chap 10, p. 2)

4. “An estimated 47.8 million visits were made to the Metropolitan Regional Park System
(in which Island Lake County Park is included). (Chap 10, p. 6)

5. Goal - “to balance the recreational needs of park users with the need for access to natural
areas and protect sensitive environmental resources” (Chap 10, p. 13)

6. Goal — “to improve the health of the community and encourage physical activity by
providing a park system that is accessible to all residents and includes facilities for active
recreation” (Chap 10, p. 13)

7. Planning — “A “no-net-loss” policy is hereby adopted in which the City commits to
replacing parkland lost to other uses™ (Chapter 10, p. 13)

8. Needs and Recommendations — Shoreview’s park system should be renovated to meet the
needs of the baby-boom generation, senior citizens and families with young children.
Neighborhood parks should have a mix of passive and active uses and loop trails” (Chap.
10, p. 12)

w



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Active Living — “Research has found that physical inactivity plays a significant role in
common chronic diseases including coronary heart disease, stroke, high blood pressure
and diabetes. Furthermore, studies have concluded that physical activity improves the
quality of life and health. It reduces the risk for developing some chronic diseases
by 50%. Research has also found that the presence of parks, trails and greenways
promote physical activity among a diversity of groups” (Chap 10, p. 12)

“The environmental setting contributes to the quality of life enjoyed by [Shoreview]
citizens. Wetlands, open space and lakes* comprise about one-third of the City’s area,
much of which remains due to the City’s tradition of protecting its natural resources
from development. Current and future residents benefit from these past efforts. Natural
resources play a part in the Resilience of the City’s public wealth and should be
managed as any other asset.” (Chap. 11, p. 1)

*A statement regarding the pollution risks and negative public impacts of
any development near Island Lake is being submitted separately.

Regional Strategies — “Develop plans to improve conditions and encourage walking and
bicycling” (Chap 4, p. 12)

Goals — “Landforms and structures that are deemed by the community to have
environmental, cultural or historical significance shall be preserved” (Chap. 4, p. 13)

- From previous City of Shoreview Residential Studies:
“Residents of Shoreview experience the highest quality of life of any community in the
Minneapolis-Saint Paul region . . . Residents express pride in key community values:
sense of connections, strong neighborhoods, safe streets, exemplary park system, and
sterling but cost-efficient city services.” (2015 Quality of Life Community Survey)

“When asked about the most important components of their quality of life . . . 19% point
to ‘open space,’ and 28% to ‘parks and trails.””

“In ranking the importance of ten characteristics which are part of the overall quality of
life in a community, 87% see *public safety,” 86% point to ‘schools,” 65% label
‘parks and trails,’ and 59% view ‘open space’ as ‘very important.”” (2013 City of
Shoreview Residential Study)

“a premium is placed upon open space in the community, and protection and
preservation remain highly rated values.” (2013 City of Shoreview Residential Study)

Between 2013 and 2016 Island Lake County Park, as one of the most accessible and
usable of the city’s parks, consistently rated among the top four most-visited parks in the
City of Shoreview.



Conclusion and Recommendation:

Given the widespread support for parkland and recreational open space from both
Shoreview city and citizens, the following responses and recommendations are offered regarding
Island Lake County Park:

1. Maintain without modification the current land designation status of Island Lake County
Park (including the golf course area) as P, Park.

2. Develop a plan in coordination with Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department
and/or other interested parties (such as the YMCA, the Trust for Public Land, Minnesota
Land Trust, The Friends of St. Paul and Ramsey County Parks and Trails, etc.) to not
only preserve the existing parkland (all 93 acres) but to enhance it for future Shoreview
citizens, designing and enhancing it as a model 21* century park, including amenities
ranging from boardwalks to a nature center to exercise courses and playing fields to loop
and cross-country ski trails, etc.

3. Under no circumstances allow the land designation to include MU, which could allow for
commercial, office or business park applications

4. Prevent any possible land designation of RH or SR, which could fundamentally impair
the parkland, further impair Island Lake, and deprive Shoreview citizens of a key
resource for community health and well-being. As one of Shoreview’s largest, most
used, and highest-potential parks, every effort should be made to guarantee its future,
especially as the city looks at increasing density in the decades to come.



August 1, 2018

Kathleen Castle, City Planner
Shoreview City Hall
4600 Victoria Street N.

Shoreview MN 55126

Dear Kathleen / and City of Shoreview:

We are writing in response to the city’s “Destination Shoreview 2040” plan. We DO NOT support
changing the land use designation for the park golf course area to Mixed Use. Please ACT to secure this
park as a permanent amenity for the citizens of Shoreview and the surrounding community.

Given the high value Shoreview puts on parks and open spaces and the increasing need for healthy
green spaces as communities grow, and to balance the impacts of climate change, it is imperative to
preserve the few remaining natural resource gems such as Island Lake County Park.

My family on a very personal note has occupied our Shoreview home since 1962. My parents
purchased the home in 1962 where | was raised along with 3 brothers. We purchased the home from
my parents, and now have raised our children here in Shoreview.

We have watched many of changes over the years. We’ve used both the golf course and island Lake
Park throughout all the time the golf course has arrived and been there, and Island Lake park, well can’t
even begin to mention the hours that have been spent there.

Why would Shoreview even consider loosing this natural environment, wildlife, parkland along with all
the benefits its provides for this community. Preserve this environment please. We are very much
against this plan of Destination Shoreview. It's no way a destination plan, it’s a plan to take away
beauty, serenity, a wonderful place to walk, play and enjoy the beauty of Shoreview and Island Lake
Parks and Golf Course. Our children hope to purchase and raise their children here in this beautiful
community. Do not take that away please!

Regards,

Mark, Julie, Lindsey and Jeffrey Zuehlsdorff
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August 15, 2018
Kathleen Castle, Shoreview City Planner
Shoreview City Hall
4600 Victoria Street N
Shoreview, MN 55126

Dear Ms. Castle,

Attached, please find a petition with signatures from my neighborhood regarding the proposed
change in land-use designation of the Island Lake golf course (Ramsey County parkland) and the
YMCA land on Lexington Avenue {Ref. Destination Shoreview 2040, Chapter 4, pp 43-44%).

I've been very busy the past week and only had a couple of hours to put together a petition and
gather signatures from my neighbors. However, the opinion ameng the seven neighbors | spoke
with was unanimous: none of them wanted the golf-course land or the YMCA land to be re-
designated multiple-use. The primary concerns are that development would worsen traffic
congestion in this area and reduce parkland/open-space options for future residents of
Shoreview.

Respectfully,

Stuart Chastain
3430 Chatsworth St. N
Shoreview, MN 55126

cc: Emy Johnson, Shoreview City Council
Terry Quigiey, Shoreview City Council
Sue Denkinger, Shoreview City Council
Cory Springhorn, Shoreview City Councii

* https://www.shoreviewmn.gov/home/showdocument?id=12120
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July 27, 2018

To: Kathleen Castle

P

| am writing in response to the city’s “Destination Shoreview 2040 Plan.” | do not suppert changing the
Land Use designation for the end of our road on Isfand Lake Avenue. We are a residential road with
many families and don’t want fo see commerciai development at the end of the road in place of the
church that is now there. Also, | am opposed to getting rid of the Island Lake Golf Course and Island

We moved to Shoreview years ago because of the park and trails and the beautiful scenery surrounding
this city. What a shame to take all that away.

Please act to secure our park as a permanent amenity for the community as well as the trails around
island Lake Avenue.

Given the high value Shoreview puts on parks and open spaces and the increasing need for healthy
green spaces as communities grow, it is imperative to preserve the few remaining natural resource gems
such as Island Lake Park.

Please reconsider this “Plan.” (And support our neighborhood.)
Sincerely,
Boyd & judy Ehlert

1036 island Lake Avenue
Shoreview, MN 55126



FROM: Mary Loy and Ffzer Kiinkhammer, 1015 island Lake Ave., Shoreview August 6, 2018

RE: Destination Shoreview 2040, Chapter 4 Land Use, Section 16. YMCA/Island Lake Golf Course

[ was reading the article in the July 25 Shoreview-Arden Hills Bulletin about the Lepak/Larson House and its
potential as “Shoreview eyes new park, historical village”. It would be wonderful if Shoreview was able to
work cooperatively with the Shoreview Historical Society and other interested individuals and organizations to
make this happen. it would stand out as a community asset that took advantage of the potential the site
offers.

There is also great potential offered in the Ramsey County parkland now leased to the island Lake Golf Course.
The site is a beautiful natural area with ponds, rolling open areas, trails (golf cart paths), lakeshore and a great
diversity of forested areas. The area is home to a variety of wildlife such as deer, fox, coyote, and a great
diversity of birds including herons, loons and eagles . Instead of bulldozing this site for a development that
could go anywhere, this natural site has the potential for numerous possibilities that would be tremendous
assets to Shoreview and surrounding communities. With the golf course, all of these natural features exist but
should the county ever decide to sell this site, | strongly feel that this natural area should be preserved, not
destroyed. As the population density increases, we will need more parkland, not less.

Thinking...and dreaming...of other possible uses of this land that would take advantage of its natural potential:

e Outdoor programming for children that might include a YMCA Day Camp with nature studies, along
with kayaking and canoeing on Island Lake. Local schools could also walk to the area for environmental
studies.

» Snowshoeing and ski trails with the current golf course club house serving as a warming house and
rental facility.

e An arboretum that would serve as a learning center for making decisions on what kind of trees to plant
to replace our threatened elm, basswood, and birch and shrubs to replace buckthorn.

e Demonstration garden plots for vegetables, native plants, and rain gardens to show how food can be
grown locally and how to reduce residential and commercial water use.

e A scenic trail that offers running and walking opportunities for YMCA members, workers taking a break
from neighboring businesses such as Deluxe Check and Cummins, and local folks connecting with the
other Ramsey County trails in the area.

e Using one of the ponds to show environmentally friendly Jakeshore practices.

e Flower gardens with a gazebo that could serve as a rental venue, similar to what Roseville has in
Central Park.

These uses could bring together local organizations such as Master Gardeners, Master Water Stewards, The
Shoreview and Lake Owasso Garden Clubs, Rice Creek Watershed, Scout groups, local schools, and others.
Whether this land is owned by Ramsey County, Shoreview, the YMCA or a joint ownership, the natural
resources need to be protected! That will not happen if ‘Mixed Use’ is added to the land use designation and
public and non-profit organizations need to compete with a major deveiopér with deep pockets. Please...
recognize the potential that this natural gem offers. ‘Mixed Use’ must be dropped from the land use
designation for this property so that future generations will be able to use and enjoy this Shoreview
treasure.



Dear Ms. Castle,

I’m writing in regards to “Destination Shoreview 2014” plan. We moved
here to Shoreview a few years ago to the Island Lake neighborhood.
What brought us to our neighborhood seems to be the very thing that
seems to be threatened right now.

We live on the end of of Milton Street North. We love that our 3 young
boys have felt safe to play and enjoy the nature around us, the trails and
park system. It is a gem of an area. We love that currently Milton seems
relatively quiet amidst the crazy busy of intersections around us.

There has obviously been a lot of change and building in the fast few
years here with more development along Lexington Avenue. Building is
expected and progress happens — but when does it stop? It seems to
threaten the peace that is tucked in the neighborhood we chose, and we
are concerned.

We would love to preserve this little piece of quiet here in our
neighborhood. Island Lake County Park and the relatively quiet
neighborhood was a strong factor in our move to Shoreview. Please, no
change in that!

Thank you,

Ruth Montag
3720 Milton St. North



To: Kathleen Castle, Shoreview City Planner
Shoreview, MN City Council Members

We, the undersigned residents of Shoreview, are concerned about the proposed change in
land-use designation of the YMCA property and the Island Lake County parkiand, which is
currently being used as a golf course. We strongly object to the proposal to change the
designations to include Multiple Use {MU). The land-use zone designations for these properties
need to remain {I} and {P) only.

e |tisimportant for future generations to preserve natural space, rather than crowd more
strip malls and development into our city. The Island Lake County parkland shouid
remain as a golf course or park area.

e Traffic congestion on Lexington Avenue near i-694 is already a problem during busy
hours of the day. Adding more development in this area would make traffic intolerable.

e Property values in Shoreview are supported by the goif course, green spaces, and
relative lack of traffic congestion.

Name Address
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Kathleen Castle, City Planner July 31,2018
Shoreview City Hall

4600 Victoria Street North

Shoreview, MN 55126

Dear Kathleen, Planning Commission, and City Council,

[ am writing to recommend removal of the MU land designation on the PDA related to
the Ramsey County golf course tract and the YMCA property. Enclosed is also a proposal for an
alternative way to think about the county parkiand.

Many Shoreview residents recognize the tax revenue challenges faced by the city. But it
is not necessary to enable the sale of one of Shoreview’s “crown jewels” for relatively short-term
gains, and at the same time to deprive future generations of the very health, well-being, and
community benefits that Shoreview has long been proud of and extensively extolled, even in the
“Destination Shoreview 2040” document (e.g., Chapters 4, 10, 11, as well as in multiple city
“Quality of Life” surveys and reports). The reasons for removing MU from the golf course and

YMCA plans are panfully obvious:

1. Environmental loss and damage, ranging from loss of open space to likely poliution of
Island Lake (which has recently been much improved by community efforts), to the
potential loss of popular and intensively used trails, to climate damage (increased vehicle
emissions plus loss of carbon sequestration), and direct safety risks to the hundreds of
walkers, joggers, bikers and others from the YMCA and local corporations such as
Deluxe Checking and Land O’ Lakes, who currently travel Milton Street and Island Lake
Avenue (streets with no sidewalks) as part of local trail use.

Notably, the YMCA holds the view that “We love to have the ability to offer park space
to our members, and our members utilize the parks and trails in the proposed area quite
frequently. Any changes that could possibly lead to development of those parks and
trails, would be potentially removing outdoor activity opportunity from our membership
base.” [Northwest YMCA had approximately 12,000 members].

2. Potential loss of the YMCA itself, a huge Shoreview asset and one of the busiest Y’s in
the Twin Cities, as it valuation by developers could lead to “an offer too good to refuse,”
(a possibility already recognized by local businesses and residents) resulting in the
ultimate sale, closure, and removal of the YMCA to another northern suburb, negatively
affecting thousands of local users from Shoreview and Roseville -- along with their
support for local businesses related to their use of the YMCA.

3. Disastrous traffic impacts on an already “over-capacity” intersection (according to
Ramsey County Public Works department) at Lexington Ave. and Red Fox Road, as well



as on Lexington Ave. generally, already backed up daily by train crossings, commuter
and lunch traffic. On top of that, recent development projects in Arden Hills include plans
to pour hundreds of new vehicles onto Lexington Avenue (parking space for over four
hundred cars is already included in the “Lexington Station” plans alone -~ not counting
what would come with the proposed Marriott hotel off Red Fox Road). Lexingion
Avenue is a street which has no margins for expansion; a proposed stoplight intersection
and extension of the south Target road into Arden Hills would impede traffic flow even
further. To then add residential housing on the golf course tract would compound the
problem beyond all reason.

4, TLoss of the golf course itself, a growing, successful business with links to local colleges,
support from area residents, a key component in YMCA programs, and recently
developing agreements with local large businesses for future corporate use. While many
urban goif courses face decling, Island Lake Golf Center remains a viable, expanding
enterprise and a unique Shoreview asset, especially as other golf courses disappear.

5. Unrealistic business expectations, related to: a) increasing competition from more
accessible, better-organized business parks in the Rice Creek Commons development, b)
a situation where any new businesses behind Target would suffer from very limited
accessibility and lack of curb exposure; ¢) an increase in non-focally rooted businesses
which might create low-wage jobs but would export primary profits out of the
community; d) in a context where some local businesses are already under stress and
reducing store inventories due to unexpected returns on investment in the area; e) and in a
geographic context where there are (with the exceptions of the Island Lake/Milton
neighborhood and a new apartment complex by County Road F) only a minimal
residential population between County Roads E and ¥ (south to north) and between
Snelling Ave. and Little Canada (west to east) for a distance of nearly three miles,
meaning all area businesses essentially depend on drive-in customers facing a steadily
deteriorating traffic situation.

There are better alternatives!

For your consideration, one alternative vision for the future of the areas affected by the
current city plan is enclosed. Instead of pursuing a limited-increase revenue plan with significant
public opposition already (not to mention what might follow if the MU designation is maintained
and Shoreview residents increasingly grasp the implications, e.g., for the YMCA), there are
positive approaches which could be pursued, ranging from maintaining the status quo, which is
both viable and valuable, to pursuing the creation of a completely new city amenity, with
benefits both for the city and area residents. While current ownership of the respective
properties could be maintained, the parkland m particular might be opened to some new
possibilities, jointly supported by the city, county, YMCA, and even a foundation backed by



local corporations. Shoreview could cultivate a new resource for drawing people into the
community for years to come, adding to the distinction and environmental appeal of this
particular city. Rosevilie has Como park; Arden Hills will have Rice Creek Commons; Mounds
View has the simpler Long Lake region. In the Island Lake parkland Shoreview has an
opportunity to carve out a unique, atiractive area of its own, making life i the city of Shoreview
better than ever.

Thank yvou for your consideration,

Merrill Morse

1016 Island Lake Ave.
Shoreview, MN 55126
Cc: Mayor Sandy Martin



Destination Shoreview 2070

(Why think just 20 years ahead?)

Creating a new Community Asset for Shoreview

Imagine: Island Lake County Park as a totally connected, integrated entity,
from the current golf course clubhouse to the shelter houses east of Island Lake to
a boardwalk across the south end of the lake to a loop trail between the lake and
Lexington Avenue.

Imagine: a Nature Center, either at an expanded clubhouse or in a new
building, perhaps on higher ground facing southeast with a view of the lake, a
center that could

Host nature education programs

Host school children from nearby elementary schools for environmental
studies related to birds, animals, lakes, wetlands, climate, etc.

Display informative materials related to watersheds, trees, and the flora
and fauna of this area

Offer birding lists, wildlife and wildflower identification notes for
walkers to use in wandering the park, plus tags on trees describing their
kind and uses

Imagine, too, a Revenue Source for the park from rental space, program
fees, even sales options for everything from T-shirts to a concessions
counter.

Imagine: Locations

A pollinator garden to support and demonstrate the value of pollinating
species

A demonstration garden of native plants which people could use in their
home gardens (and periodic sales opportunities for such plants, perhaps
via contracted providers)

A community garden focused on healthy foods education

A play area for children

A “Photo Cormner” with plantings and perhaps a trellis for wedding and
graduation photos



- Soccer or sports fields and courts for community use — perhaps even
retaining golf course amenities such as the driving range, putting green
and mini-golf (fee-generating)

- A place for summer job opportunities for area students

- An arboretum area with specialized trees and plantings

Imagine: Sites and Trails

- Walking paths through the current golf course area

- Picnic sites overlooking Island Lake

- A site for outdoor concerts, even an amphitheater or “bandshell”

- An “arts” walk, an area for sculpture or art displays

- Fishing seminars for children at the fishing pier

- Cross-country ski trails through and connecting the north and south park
areas, with a loop trail in the south 30-acres

- A park and trail plan integrated into the Lexington Parkway Regional
Trail system

Imagine: a Boardwalk across the south end of Island Lake, parallel to the
railroad track

- A boardwalk that creates a safe way for school children to reach Victoria
St. from the west side of the lake without having to cross railroad tracks
and walk on County Road E where there is higher-speed traffic and no
sidewalks

- A boardwalk that enables children and other walkers to reach Victoria St.
and safe crosswalks to schools to the south and apartments to the east

- A widened section in the middle of the boardwalk over the lake for
fishing

- A new path section along the lake, connecting the boardwalk to the
existing trail in the park

Imagine: the Simplicity

- Two parking lots already exist, one on the east end and one on the west
end of the golf course area

- A public access road to the east end of the north park area already exists

- Few major topographical changes would be necessary

- Better protection from pollution for Island Lake



- Far less infrastructure impact (sewer, water, storm drains, etc.) than
would be required with other development

- Accessibility from 1694 via both Victoria St. and Lexington Ave. but
with less traffic impact on the site than other kinds of development

- Continuing carbon sequestration in a high-contaminant freeway area

-~ An option for involving students from the University of Minnesota
school of architecture in the design process for the park

- Partnership with the local YMCA and other agencies in creating
innovative programs and possibilities for future uses

Imagine: Fulfillment of key goals:

e LFrom Shoreview 2040 PowerPoint shides:
o Chapter 10 - “Parks and Open Space”

Changing demographics may require different facilities and
programs

Aging park improvements require reinvestment

Limited or no land available for expansion

Enhancements needed to ensure that the park system meets
the needs of all residents

Potential parkland acquisition should be explored to improve
the park system and meet resident needs

o Chapter 11 — “Natural Resources and Resiliency” — Planning
Issues -

Impacts of development on the natural environment
Conserving our natural resources
Impacts of global warming
e “Ag the City continues development it can lead to
mcreased green house gases that then can increase
changes 1n climate.” (Chapter 11, p. 1)

¢ From “Destination Shoreview 2040” Land Use document, Chapter 11:

“The environmental setting contributes to the quality of life enjoyed
by its citizens, Wetlands, open space and lakes comprise about one-third of
the City’s area, much of which remains due to the City’s tradition of

3



protecting its natural resources from development. Current and future
residents benefit from these past efforts. Natural resources play a part in the
Resiliency of the City’s public wealth and should be managed as any other
asset.” (p. 1, bold face added)

“Goals and Recommended Actions” (p. 26)

o Manage the City’s natural resources so that environmental quality
1s maintained and enhanced for future generations

o Maintain and improve the quality of the water, wetlands, urban
forest, and other natural features within the City

o Look for opportunities to combat climate change at the City and its
effects on the community

o ldentify methods to promote environmental education

o Work with schools on promoting programs for ouireach and
promoting resiliency in the community

The opportunity is here to create a new Community Asset for
Shoreview, reflecting long-held City values and fulfilling more recent City
goals. This asset could help hold and even draw people to Shoreview at a
time when competing park areas are available or opening in the TCAAP area
and in neighboring cities. Fifty years from now Shoreview can be proud to
look back at this moment when it seized the opportunity to pursue a New
Park Vision for its future generations, further solidifying its reputation as an
especially desirable community in the north Metro area.



July 19, 2018

Dear Kathleen,

I am writing in response to the city’s “Destination Shoreview 2040” plan. | do not
support changing the land use designation for the YMCA/Island lake golf course to
MU. (Mixed Use) Please act to secure this park as a permanent amenity for the

citizens of Shoreview and surrounding communities, for now and generations to
come.

Keeping with the high standards that Shoreview has put on parks, trails and
quality of life, it is important to recognize that this property must be preserved for
all to enjoy. | have had the opportunity to raise my family with the same high
standards on Island Lake Avenue. It would be an absolute shame to not have that
opportunity available to future residents.

This plot of land is a true “Natural Resource Gem” and must be protected. As you
are aware, land is a non-renewable resource and must be preserved when
possible. You have an opportunity to create a Legacy that will be appreciated and
cherished by the current and future citizens of Shoreview.

1037 Island Lake Ave
Shoreview, Mn



August 9, 2018

Kathleen Castle, Shoreview City Planner
Shoreview City Hall

4600 Victoria Street North

Shoreview, MN 55126

Dear Kathleen,

I am writing out of deep concern for the city’s “Destination Shoreview 2040” plan and proposed
land designation changes that would affect the YMCA and Island Lake Golf Course properties.

Traffic congestion is already an enormous issue on Lexington Avenue near the YMCA and golf
course. Train traffic near County Road E routinely interferes with vehicle traffic flow throughout
the day, seven days a week — often backing automobiles up as far south as Cannon Avenue and
as far north as 634. The Arden Hills development currently underway near the intersection of
Lexington and Red Fox Road will certainly further exacerbate normal traffic flow. Follow
through on Shoreview’s plan to introduce even more traffic into the mix through further
development in this vicinity will only serve to dangerously worsen the situation.

Research is increasingly demonstrating that the healthiest communities are those that have
ample public spaces devoted to parks, lakes, communal gardens, walking and biking trails. The
Island Lake park area is a treasured green space used not only by Shoreview residents, but by
the YMCA and surrounding businesses’ employees who work in this area. Why not promote
this asset rather than destroy something that is not only good for public health and well-being,
but is essential to strengthening the quality of life that Shoreview has to offer?

lam strongly opposed to any plan that would change the land use designation of the YMCA
and/or the Island Lake Golf Course from their current designation to Mixed Use (MU). Please
remove the addition of MU to the Land Use designation for these properties.

Sincerely,

%ﬂ‘ S M’a&
Lisa Morse

1016 Island Lake Avenue
Shoreview, MN 55126



July 28, 2018

Dear Kathleen Castle,

We have lived on Island Lake Ave. since 1975 and enjoy our peaceful
street and the natural beautiful environment of green, open spaces.
We are concerned about the "Destination Shoreview 2040 Plan® and
the impact it will have on our neighborhood.

We do not support the Golf Course area opened to commercial, retail ,
and high residential development, affecting the loss of parkland, the
natural environment, and community health benefits. Traffic
congestion on Lexington wouid be made worse, and we certainly don't
want Milton Street to be opened, or a new road through the Golf
course changing the neighborhood.

Please do not replace the Ambassador Baptist Church and homes with
offices. This development would also have an impact on traffic, a
higher risk of crime, noise, poEIut.ion, and safety.

Thank you for taking our concerns into consideration.

Sincerely,

Jobon ol
ﬂ/maaa Moot
John Gockowski

Ddr’othy Gockowski
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Destination 2040 Draft Chapter Comments - Google Forms Page 3 of 4

Comments / Suggestions
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Other Comments
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Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Comments about the Economic Development session on 9/21 Page 1 of 3

Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

Shm’ewew

Comments about the Economic Development session on 9/21
3 messages

Fr, Sep 22, 2017 at 10:06 AM
To: kcastle@sheoreviewmn.gov

In southern Shoreview, the new housing is very expensive. That may make the developers happy and
help city, county and school districts financially, button’t help young people buying a home. it may also be
a deterrent to businesses deciding to locate in the area.

I presume that the apartment development at Victoria and “E” is going to be replicated incrementally near
Island Lake School. That is tkely to result in increased school enrolment, investment in parks and trails in
the area and safe crossing of very busy roads. Because of our lack of transit, a live and work in Shoreview
campaign should be a pubiic emphasis for the community including businesses.

Unless there is major changes in Metropolitan Government, Shoreview and neighbouring communities
should consider seeking opting out of MTC and establishing a NE Metro regional transit system.

Large parking lots are a waste of space and have a negative impact on water quality. We should be
working with fandowners to build parking ramps on the lower level and offices and housing above and
other businesses surrounding.

WE have toc much government throughout the Metropolitan area. Ramsey County should be St. Paul,
Ramsey Central Suburb and Ramsey Northern Suburb. The new cities school district should match the
cities. The city and county of Denver are the same. The Denver region has 52 communities and we have
182.

The power brokers have utilized Light Rail Transit as the funding source for economic development. The
environmental impact studies and project design have given 1st pricrity to economic development.
Economic development has resulted in substantial subsidized new housing but negligible businesses with
good paying jobs. The transit performance has been poor at best; ridership excellent

Green Line LRT Performance: 11 miles, 14 MPH. 46/47 min. schedule travel time. At the time the
Federal Transit Administration approved the project, the travel time was projected to be a little
more than 39 minutes. On fime performance - 82% = 41 out of 230 trips per day the train is 4+
minutes late. The 41 late trips take approx. 52+ minutes travel time. Thatis about the same fravel
time as the limited stop, Route 50 bus. There are 23 transit stations .47 avg. miles apart and 9 sharp
turns, 10 minute headway. 1-94 express buses save riders 10 -15 minutes. Average weekday ridership in
2016 was 38,386, 12.4 million annually. In 2010, weekday bus ridership on University Avenue and 1-94
express buses averaged 28,502, highest in the metro area, 30% of riders transfer to and from buses.
Much of the Green Line route is in dedicated right of way in the center of University Avenue
between St. Paul and Minneapolis. There are high volumes of pedestrian traffic and several
major arterial streets that intersect University Avenue. Green Line trains pass through 68 traffic
signals along the length of the alignment, with typical signal spacing of 300 feet in the downtown
areas and one-quarter mile along University Avenue. Slow speed results in needing 39 Light Rail
Vehicles (LRV’s) on regular schedule. Modifying the bus feeder system increased the Green Line LRT
ridership, but resulted in lower bus ridership and bus inefficiency because they need to provide frequent
service to match LRT. There are no pari/ride Jots. The Green Line LRT could have provided much
faster service, lower operating costs and more reliable service to riders with less stations, and
either tunneling or elevated tracks at skyway level or transit hubs in downtown Minneapolis,

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/7ui=2&ik=43afe91074&jsver=khUFNOKniXg.en.&vie... 10/10/2017
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Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Comments about the Economic Development session on 9/21 Page 2 of 3

- tunneling or elevated tracks in the University and a better route from the State Capital through
downtown St. Paul.

There has to be vision, an excelient strategy, performance management, transparency financial support
and community support for excellent fransit. The Twin Cities is lacking in these factors. | have attended
transit hearings, testified, provided documents to key legislators re. transit. Federal support for transit is
waning and state support is nonexistent. Some portions of the Metro Region are disenfranchised.

Metropolitan government has to change and financing roads and transit changed. Do we need Federal $7
if it takes 20 - 30 years for a transit project, the cost prabably tripled. Would we better with local financing?
The $ from Washington are not freel ENUFFFF.

Short term: should there be partnering with Arden Hills and other neighbouring cities on the Amazon
project?

We need to retain our HS grads and provide reasonable cost higher education including technical to
provide employers with qualified employees for the jobs of the future.

Business has to be an active partner in economic development and communities. Government needs to
ensure the infrastructure is there for business and everyone else and we have the supply of qualified
labar. However, large $ give-away is a tax burden on other businesses and residents.

You are welcome fo share this info with other attendees and the panel.

Scott Halstead

Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov> Fr, Sep 22, 2017 at 11:56 AM
To: Nicole Hili <NHili@shoreviewmn.gov>, TOM SIMONSON <tsimonson@shoreviewmn.gov>

Kathleen Castle

City Planner

City of Shoreview
£51-490-4682
kcasile@shoreviewmn.gov

{Quoted text hidden)
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Shoreview

Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

Proposed Changes to Land Use

4 messages

Thu, Aug 16, 2018 at 11:25 AM
To: smartin@shoreviewmn.gov, kcastie@shoreviewmn.gov, sdenkinger@shoraviewmn.gov, ejohnson@shoreviewmn.gov,
tquigley@shoreviewmn.gov, cspringhorn@shoreviewmn.gov

| am writing to alf of you to express my deep concern with the possible change in land use within our City. We recently,
2 years ago, purchased a home on 4330 Lake Point Court. The primary reason for this decision was having the feeling
of being "up north" yet having easy access to my work and the Twin Cities. Having paid a significant premium for
these attributes we felt it was worth the cost in terms of quality of life. Being able to enjoy the nature, quiet lake
activities and open space is what make this location and Shoreview unigue.

It is my fear that your proposed change to the Shoreview Comprehensive Plan will destroy ail of this for the resident
around Snail Lake and entire Shoreview community. Having just fought a similar issue regarding an asphalt plant in the
City of Columbus, | am painfully aware both emotionaily and financially ($250,000 in expenses to stop. The project is
currentty under court deliberation for Restraining Order) how much discretion local municipalities have regarding land
use. | also recognize that you have a fiscai responsibility to the community and that opportunities for additional tax
base must always be considered. Having been involved in deveiopment and land use issues for many years, it is
crifical to evafuate the long-term effect of changes in land use. Cost/ benefit to a community from a change such as
this must be evaluated recognizing the social economic as well as infrastructurefservice costs.

Higher density will result in a greater demand for police, fire and emergency response. Increased traffic will

create greater wear and tear on roads and surrounding infrastructure. Educational service will need to be increased to
accommodate a greater demand, just to name of few of the added costs. Wil the additional tax base pay for these
increase? [f nof, then current residents will be forced to subsidize the shortfall.

Another personal concern is property value. | honesfly believe that approving this change in land use and any
subsequent project on Snail Lake will devalue our property. | am familiar with case law in Minnesota that municipal
decision with regards fo land use that have devalued owner property value can be problematic.

In addition, this change represent a clear departure in Shoreview's Comprehensive Plan which should require approve
by the Met Councit.

I realize that at the end of the day, all of this is for not. If the “wili" of the City Council is to make this happen there's not
a dam thing that we can do fo prevent it. What's that adage "You can't fight City Hall".

My only request is you consider all of the issues, immediate and future. Ask yourself, will these changes continue to
proemote and perpetuate the environment we ail want for Shoreview. If, in your heart, you can say, YES!, then that's all
we can ask.

In today's confusing and, frankly, disturbing times in American paolitics, we must alf return to a level of civility and faith in
the democratic process.

Sincerely,
Taro lto

Fri, Aug 17, 2018 at 8:02 AM
To: Taro lto <kaijohnito@gmail.com>

Goeod morning, Tara.

Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding the Comprehensive Plan - especially where it applies to the Gospe}
Mission property.

[tis not the City’s goal to change the current usage of this beautifui property. As you know, the City is required by the
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Metropolitan Council to plan and anticipate future changes that might cccur on transitional areas in the City. The PDA
for this property represents options for potential use, should the property be sold for development. These are not
zoning changes and review of future development would be thorough and include public input. The City does not
control the fufure use of this property, but if there would be a change from ownership, we would certainly have to
respond. The Planning Commission and staff have attempted to consider alt aspects of future development, if it should
Oceour.

To my knowledge, there are no plans to sell this property. In fact, there has been some significant investment in the
property over the past few years and the City has been told that the present use is expected to continue into the future.

Please feel free to confact me if you have further questions,
Best regards,
Sandy Martin

Mayor
[Quoied text hidden]

Fri, Aug 17, 2018 at 8:13 AM
To: smartin@shoreviewmn.gov, kcastte@shoreviewmn.gov, sdenkinger@shoreviewmn.gov, ejohnson@shoreviewmn.gov,
tquigley@shoreviewmn.gov, cspringhorn@shoereviewmn.gov

In response fo my email yesterday. From the Mayor. Scunds encouraging.

Good morning, Tara.

Thank you for sharing your concerns regarding the Comprehensive Plan - especially where it applies to the Gospel
Mission property.

[t is not the City’s goal to change the current usage of this beautiful property. As you know, the Cily is required by the
Metropolitan Councif fo ptan and anticipate future changes that might occur on transitional areas in the Cily. The PDA
for this property represents options for potential use, should the property be sold for development. These are not
zoning changes and review of fulure development would be thorough and inciude public input. The City does not
control the future use of this property, but if there would be a change from ownership, we would certainly have to
respond. The Planning Commission and staff have attempted to consider all aspects of future development, if it should
OCCUF.

To my knowledge, there are no plans to sell this property. in fact, there has been some significant investment in the
propery over the past few years and the City has been fold that the present use is expected to continue into the future.

Please feel free to contact me if you have further questions.
Best regards,

Sandy Martin
Mayor

Sent from my iPhone

> 0On Aug 16, 2018, at 11:25 AM, Taro [to <kaijohnito@gmail.com> wrote:

=
[Quoted text hidden]

Kathieen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov> Fri, Aug 17, 2018 at 10:25 AM
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ALL PARKS ALLIANGE FOR CHANGE An Organization of Manufactured Home Park Residents

i y ¥ )

December 7, 2018

City Planner

Shoreview City Hall

4600 Victoria Street North
Shoreview, Minnesota 55126

Dear City Planner:

We are writing to follow up on our first letter, dated March 2, 2018, which discussed
manufactured housing and Shoreview’s Comprehensive Plan 2018 update.

] +
Manufactured Housing Language in Shoreview’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan Draft

To help you complete your draft, we created the following schema for evaluating Comprehensive
Plan language as it relates to manufactured housing.

Negative — Mention of manufactured housing in the Comprehensive Plan draft is negative,
whether furthering stigma, calling for closure, or describing plans for redevelopment, zoning, or
land use changes that reduce protection of manufactured housing communities.

No obvious examples in draft.

Invisible - Little or no mention of manufactured housing or relevant data exists in the
Comprehensive Plan draft, or clear opportunities to provide meaningful data on manufactured
housing are present but not acted upon. Similar to the category, “Purely Descriptive,” described
below, the category, “Invisible” applies to Comprehensive Plans that fail to substantially engage
with strategies that support a city’s manufactured housing. Engaging with and supporting all
residents ensures that the entire community is strengthened in the long-run.

Manufactured housing is mentioned in draft.

Purely Descriptive — Mention of manufactured housing is limited to statistics related to how
much manufactured housing exists in the city, or other basic facts without discussion of
improvement. The Comprehensive Plan draft provides an important opportunity for describing
methods of supporting manufactured housing in the City as an unsubsidized and primarily owner-
occupied affordable housing resource, and an important source of affordable housing in
Shoreview. The City can go further in describing tangible support strategies for these communities.

Examples of Purely Descriptive Language from Shoreview’s 2040 Comprehensive
Plan Draft:

“Other residential land uses include single-family attached residential, multi-family
residential, and manufactured housing community” (4-22).

2380 Wyclift Sireet, Suite 200 B St Paul, MN 55114
Phone: [651) 644-5525 # Fax: [651] 523-0173 ® Toll Free: {855) 361-2722

info@allparksalliancelorchange.org B www.cllparksallianceforchange org
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ALL PARKS ALLIANCE FOR CHANGE An Organization of Manufactured Home Park Residents

“Other housing options including townhomes, condominiums, apartments and a
manufactured home community ... However, the percentage of manufactured homes is -
slightly higher than the metropolitan area” (7-143).

“Manufactured Housing There is one manufactured housing park in the City that was
established in 1976 and has 215 housing units. A Special Use Permit was granted for this
" park in 1975 that addressed the overall development, including lot layout, road access,
sewer and water infrastructure and common facilities. Ramsey County has also issued a
license for the park and it is subject to the County and State regulations in addition to the
City’s” (7-158).
1 )
Identifies manufactured housing as affordable housing — Comprehensive Plan
language clearly states that manufaciured housing provides affordable housing in the City.

Exqmple of language identifying manufactured housing as qffordable from
Shoreview’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan Draft:

“These affordable homes include manufactured housing units and aparfments units in
addition to the townhomes and single-family homes that make up the majority of the City’s
housing stock” (7-159).

Identifies clear strategies to support manufactured housing — Comprehensive Plan
language describes tangible methods to improve manufactured housing.

Example of a clear strategy to support manufactured housing from Shoreview’s 2040
Comprehensive Plan Draft:

“RM, Medium-Density Residential. This category identifies those areas designated for
continued or future use as townhomes, double dwellings, quad-homes, manufactured
homes, small-lot single-family dwellings, or similar housing styles ... Corresponding zoning
districts: R-2, Attached Residential; R-4, Manufactured Home Residential District; and PUD,
Planned Unit Development” (4-25).

“1, Brookside Manufactured Home Park This PDA consists of a manufactured home park
located on County Road J and the single-family residence at 1586 County Road J which is
surrounded by the manufactured home park. This site may be desirable for
redevelopment due to its proximity to the nearby Rice Creek Corporate Park, County
Road J/Interstate 35W interchange, Rice Creek North Regional Trail and the Medtronic
development in Mounds View. The location of this property on an arterial and near
existing industrial, commercial and residential development make it svitable for Medium-
and High-density residential land uses and mixed use development. Policies The future
land use designations for this PDA are RM, Medium-Density Residential; RH, High-Density
Residential; and MU, Mixed Use. The RM designation is intended to convey that the
manufactured home park remains an appropriate use of the land and that the City does
not wish to initiate redevelopment activity on the site or o make it a legal nonconforming
use. If, however, redevelopment occurs in the future, mixed use, high-density or another
form of Medium-Density residential may be acceptable. The detached single-family
residence (1586 County Road J) is isolated from other uses because of its location and
proximity to the Brookside community. Future plans for this PDA must integrate this
property into the use of the larger parcel. Redevelopment of the site shall adhere to the

2380 \/\/yrhff Streat, Suite 200 & St Paul, MN 55114 2
Phone: [651) 644-5525 8 Fax: {651) 5230173 B TOH Free: (855) 3612722
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following policies: A. Any land use change of this site from the manufactured home park fo
another use must include the entire manufactured home park and the single-family
residence at 1586 County Road J. B. Any change in the use of the single-family property,
unless incorporated into the existing manufactured home park, must occur with
redevelopment of the manufactured home park. C. The number of direct access points to
County Road J shall be minimized. D. Trail connections providing access to the Rice Creek
North Regional Trail Corridor shall be provided as part of the redevelopment plan. E.
Redevelopment of the site must expand housing opportunities and choices within the
community. F. Redevelopment of this site must provide affordable and workforce housing
that results in a no-net loss of affordable units. G. A mixed use development consisting of

| residential, office and commercial is suitable for this property provided residential is the )
primary land use. Vertical mixed use is preferred. Office and commercial uses shall: Be
oriented towards County Road J and Lexington Avenue Visually integrated into the
development Include smaller scale uses that serve the nearby residential neighborhoods
Provide buffer between the roadways and residential uses. Automobile related uses, such
as a fuel station, convenience store, auto-repair shop, automotive sales are not suitable for
this property” (4-39, 41). We would normally see any language that hints at the
possibility of redevelopment of manufactured home communities as negative, but the
above language does a good job of stating contingencies for any redevelopment, which
in effect would preserve the community.

“Since this park was established over 40 years ago, the City is concerned about the age
of the housing units and infrastructure, including common facilities and the neighborhood
quality. While the City is not aware of any significant issues or deficiencies in the park,
proactive measures should be taken to ensure the housing in this neighborhood continues to
meet the resident needs” (7-158).

Identifies funding sources to support manufactured housing — Comprehensive Plan
language describes funding sources that can be used to improve manufactured housing.

Examples of funding sources to support manufactured housing from Shoreview’s
2040 Comprehensive Plan Draft:

See Below

Connects improvement sirategies to funding — Comprehensive Plan language describes
both clear strategies to improve manufactured housing and identifies funding sources that can be
applied towards them.

Examples connecting strategies to funding from Shoreview’s 2040 Comprehensive
Plan Draft:

“Recognizing this, the City has taken steps to help lower-income homeowners repair and
renovate their homes so they can continue to live in them affordably by establishing «
home improvement loan program and partnership with non-profit housing organizations.
There are several ways in which the City can build upon this foundation to further support
the preservation of non-subsidized, “naturally occurring” affordable housing.
Recommendations included providing financial assistance, property acquisition, relocation
assistance, eviction protections, tax incentives and zoning” (7-159, 160).

2380 Wycliff Street, Suite 200 B St Paul, MN 55114 3
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“Facilitate discussion with the manufactured housing park owner and park residents to
¢ identify community and housing needs. Explore potential resources that may provide
assistance where needed” (7-160).

Shoreview’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan draft can identify dnd expand on additional strategies
to support manufactured housing, identify more specific funding sources to support
manufactured housing, and connect additional improvement strategies to funding.

If your City has additional ways that it supports manufactured housing that are not clearly
mentioned, we encourage you to address them explicitly in your updated Comprehensive Plan
draft. ) !

Based on our analysis, we would like to make the following specific recommendations:

) - Fill vacancies in manufactured housing communities.

- Create additional protective land use and zoning designations for pcnufcctured
home communities.

- Incentivize the current owners of manufactured housing communities to sell to
residents by creating incentives to do so, which could include forgiving back-taxes,
utilities, or providing tax breaks if it is sold to a non-profit with the intention of
creating a resident-owned community. Creation of a resident ownership-structure
can help reduce tensions between residents and management, provide incentives
for residents to get even more involved in supporting the well-being of their
community, and ensure that manufactured housing communities remain a valuable
affordable housing resource.

In general, it would help to reflect on the following key points regarding the value of
manufactured housing and to address them in your updated comprehensive plan language:

- Manufactured housing is unsubsidized affordable housing.

- Manufactured housing provides more affordable housing in Minnesota than any
other form of affordable housing.

- Manufactured housing is valuable to local businesses because it provides
workforce housing.

- Manufactured housing provides owner-occupied housing.

- Manufactured housing provides housing to seniors, youth, and low-income
individuals, enabling them to stay in a neighborhood and community they value.

- Modern construction of manufactured housing is more cost-effective, generates less
waste, is more energy efficient, and more timely than site-built housing.

- Manufactured housing communities are more stable than terms like “mobile homes”
or “trailers” suggest, and homes often stay in place and are used like any other
type of residence for many years.

- Many issues can be resolved through the creation of a resident-owned community,
which incentivizes residents to invest in their park. _
2380 Wycliff Street, Suitle 200 B St Paul, MN 55114 4
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From: Yonke, Scott <scott.yonke@co.ramsey.mn.us>

Date: Wed, Sep 26, 2018 at 3:48 PM

Subject: RE: Comprehensive Plan and meeting

To: Kathleen Castle <kcastle@shoreviewmn.gov>

Cc: McCabe, Mark <Mark.McCabe@co.ramsey.mn.us>, Ackmann, Sara <sara.ackmann@co.ramsey.mn.us>, Schwerm, Terry
<tschwerm@shoreviewmn.gov>

Hi Kathleen,
This one slipped by me. I'm not sure if you got other comments back from the County on this one.

Ramsey County Parks does not agree with the proposed PDA (zoning land-use change) for Island Lake Golf Course. There
has been no discussion with the County regarding this change, and how it could, or may affect Island Lake Golf Course in the
future. Switching to a different land-use change rather than park or open space for the golf course will likely impact future golf,
and or park/recreational improvements at Island Lake Golf Course. Additionally, some of the policies indicated on 4-43, and
4-44 would likely create potential hardships for future golf/park and recreational development as well.

Also, there is some language that needs to be corrected as it relates to Island Lake Golf Course. | understand the City may
see there may be a potential redevelopment opportunity for the golf course for residential/commercial due to changing trends,
but Ramsey County Parks and Recreation does not have any current plans to repurpose the course or club house at Island
Lake Golf Course. Another component that has not been addressed is the no-net loss of parkland as a requirement by the
Ramsey County Home Rule Charter for potential replacement of parkland.

| know it is past the Sept 4" time, but | don’t think you have approved the City comp plan yet. | do think we need to meet to
go over the proposed zoning change, policies, and discuss how it may affect the course in the future. Please feel free to
contact me with any questions you may have.

Scott Y onke, PLA | Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department

2015 Van Dyke Street

Maplewood, MN 55109-3796

DD: 651-363-3786

WWW.CO.ramsey.mn.us
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Public Comments
City Council Meeting
December 17, 2018






1.

Re: “Destination Shoreview 2040” - Comprehensive Plan: PDA #16

PDA #16 has stated in various versions: “the City believes there may be development
pressure . . . due to changing conditions in the golf course industry,” and, “changes may
be needed to respond to changing conditions in the market place and other options could
be considered for this land.”

This claim has been proved specious. Initial reports from the Ramsey County Parks and
Recreation Department golf course review confirm that Island Lake County Golf Course
remains a profitable, top-quality county golf course and even recommends renewal of its
lease in the future.

Accordingly, not only should the above language in the Comprehensive Plan be
deleted, but the invalid premises behind it revoked. The fact that there is a
recommendation from the county for a renewal of the golf course lease for years to come
as well as the fact that a Parks and Rec. Dept. “park redesign” alternative is included in
the 2018 Department Comprehensive Plan, makes any application of MU to this property
moot. Indeed, the MU proposal for this property creates unnecessary complications for
the county, as noted in a formal letter from the Ramsey County Parks and Recreation
Department opposing the MU land use designation.

The use of “No Net Loss™ as an argument for “protecting” the park property is
completely hollow. Despite the widespread misunderstanding of the Ramsey County
“Home Rule Charter” policy regarding “no net loss” of parkland property which was
evident at the October 23rd Planning Commission meeting, it is abundantly clear that this
policy provides no protection whatsoever for the Island Lake County Golf Course
property. As was finally discermed at the said meeting, the county is under no obligation
whatsoever to offSet any loss of the golf course property with a property of equal or
greater value in Shoreview. That the revised version of the Comprehensive plan
continues to imply the opposite, namely, that the County Board would “be required to
adopt a policy providing for the no net loss of park ...” is not only misleading but highly
inappropriate and should be deleted. At the same time, the city has no way, either, to
guarantee the preservation of any portion of the parkland.

. Though perhaps well intended, the argument that applying the MU designation to the

parkland property is a necessary means to protect it against any and all unwelcome
development options is flawed. As the revised Comprehensive Plan itself states, “Prior to
the sale, lease or disposal of any County park property, the County Board is required to
provide notice to the municipality and nearby property owners and hold a public
hearing.”



In other words, the first line of defense for the parkland is not the city but the
county. Consider: if a handful of local citizens could trigger written objections to PDA
#16 from well over a hundred people in just a couple of weeks without much social
media presence or even letters to the editor of local papers but using only “word of
mouth” and a limited number of fliers in a very limited geographical area (responses -
100% in opposition to MU - are included in the Public Comment section of the draft
chapters), how much larger a response could be generated were the loss of the parkland to
become an issue for the entirety of Ramsey County, including not only concerned citizens
but multiple agencies with environmental missions?

Why should the Planning Commission or City Council “take the hit” for opening
what could be a long-regretted Pandora’s Box of problems? It is highly likely, in any
case, that area residents would mount persistent opposition to whatever development
plans arose from whatever source, as indicated by the responses already provided.

While recognizing and even sympathizing with the city’s need to explore possibilities for
increased residential density and new tax revenue, PDA #16 ends up being less about
either thoughtful management or preservation of an exceptional local amenity than about
providing a road map for developers regarding what the city would permit, but with
details and implications not well thought-out. Future city staff, commission, and council
members might well interpret and apply proposed guidelines in ways entirely unintended.
Why not focus instead on more positive options, with or without the golf course, for
cultivating this parkland, e.g. in a partnership between the county, city, citizens and local
corporations as a premier asset for Shoreview? (For examples, see the previously
submitted “New Park Vision” and other submissions.)

The many downsides of the MU land use designation have been clearly identified,
ranging from parkland loss, to traffic messes, to loss of public trails, to damaged
neighborhoods. Why not take a step towards restoring citizens’ faith in city government
by heeding their concerns, eliminating PDA #16 from the Comprehensive Plan, and
keeping Shoreview a place committed to high quality living in a healthy environment?

Merrill Morse
1016 Island Lake Avenue
Shoreview, MN 55126
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