AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

CITY OF SHOREVIEW
DATE: MARCH 26, 2013
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: SHOREVIEW CITY HALL
LOCATION: 4600 NORTH VICTORIA
. CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

January 29, 2013
February 26, 2013 — Workshop
Brief Description of Meeting Process — Steve Solomonson

. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS:
Meeting Date: March 4, 2013 and March 18, 2013

NEW BUSINESS

A. PUBLIC HEARING - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
FILE NO: 2476-13-03
APPLICANT: Jeffrey & Margaret Vest
LOCATION: 5385 Carlson Road

B. PUBLIC HEARING - PRELIMINARY PLAT//
SITE & BUILDING PLAN REVIEW
FILE NO: 2477-13-04
APPLICANT: St Odilia Church
LOCATION: 3495 Victoria Street North

C. MINOR SUBDIVISION
FILE NO: 2480-13-07
APPLICANT: Joshua & Joanna Wing
LOCATION: 169 Bridge Street

D. COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN
FILE NO: 2478-13-05
APPLICANT: Sign Maintenance Lighting
LOCATION: 5910 Lexington Ave — Willow Creek Center
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E. COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN
FILE NO: 2479-13-06
APPLICANT: Lawrence Sign
LOCATION: 3592 Lexington Ave.

F. PUBLIC HEARING - TEXT-AMENDMENT - RESIDENTIAL SETBACK

REGULATIONS

FILE NO: 2433-11-26
APPLICANT: City of Shoreview
LOCATION: City Wide

S. MISCELLANEOUS

A. City Council Assignments for April 8", 2013 and April 22, 2013 Commission Members
Ferrington and Schumer

6. ADJOURNMENT



SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING
January 29, 2013

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Solomonson called the meeting of the January 29, 2013 Shoreview Planning Commission
meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

The following members were present: Chair Solomonson; Commissioners, Ferrington, McCool,
Proud, and Thompson.

Commissioner Schumer was absent.
Commissioner Wenner arrived late.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Proud to
approve the January 29, 2013 agenda as submitted.

VOTE: Ayes - § Nays - 0

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Page 6:Chair Solomonson stated that the 4th paragraph should state that he noted one digital
billboard on I-694 with color graphics is visible from the TCF site on Lexington Avenue.

MOTION: by Commissioner Proud, seconded Commissioner McCool to approve
the December 13, 2012 Planning Commission minutes as amended.

VOTE: Ayes -5 Nays - 0
At this time in the meeting, Commissioner Wenner arrived.

REPORT ON COUNCIL ACTION

City Planner Nordine stated that the City Council extended the review period for a variance
application from Michael Morse, 1648 Lois Drive. Mr. Morse appealed the Planning
Commission’s denial of his application, and the review period was extended to 120 days.

Also, the review period for the Conditional Use Permit application from Dennis Jarnot was
extended.



NEW BUSINESS

PUBLIC HEARING - REZONING / PRELIMINARY PLAT / PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT - DEVELOPMENT STAGE

File No. 2475-13-02
Applicant: PAR System, Inc./Welsh Shoreview, LL.C
Location: 625, 655 & 707 County Road E West

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Nordine

Currently, the site consists of two parcels--707 County Road E, which consists of 4.82 acres and
is developed with an office/manufacturing with off-street parking and storm water management.
The second parcel is 625/655 County Road E, which consists of 5.32 acres with two buildings,
off-street parking and storm water management.

The application is to rezone the property from Business Park (BPK) to Planned Unit
Development (PUD); plat the property from two into three parcels, so that each building would
be on a separate parcel: 625, 655 and 707 County Road E West. The property is in Policy
Development Area (PDA) No. 17 of the Comprehensive Plan and in TRA (Targeted
Redevelopment Area) No. 3. The proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
designated for Business Park uses and adjoining land uses. There would be no adverse impact
on adjoining land uses. Deviations are needed including the side setback for the new structure,
which is 22 feet rather than the required 30 feet from the new side property line.

The site and building plan was approved with a condition attached requiring a PUD application
for the entire site be submitted to the City within one year. At this time, the proposed addition
onto the building is not being built, but PaR Systems is proceeding with the PUD application.
Setback deviations are proposed with this PUD: 1) reduce the 20-foot required setback for a
parking area from County Road E to 6.2 feet; 2) reduce the 5-foot setback for a parking area
from a side lot line to O feet between Lots 1 and 2; 3) reduce the minimum 30-foot setback from
a side lot line to 22.2 feet.

The number of parking stalls does not meet minimum City requirements. There is a shortage of
98 stalls. Proof of parking reduces the shortage to 62 stalls. This deviation was approved with
the Site and Building Plan Review. No changes are being made. The Development Agreement
includes language to the effect that should there ever be a change of use or occupancy, an
amendment to the PUD will be required. PaR Systems has submitted a statement indicating that
the parking shown does meet their needs.

Notices were sent to property owners within 350 feet. No comments were received. Staff is
recommending the public hearing and a recommendation for approval.

Commissioner Ferrington asked if the parcels could be sold separately in the future. Ms.
Nordine answered, yes. The Development Agreement, however, addresses shared parking and
maintenance of the sites. Those issues would have to be addressed with a new property owner



Commissioner McCool asked if the Development Agreement specifically addresses these issues,
or only in general language. Ms. Nordine explained that the language is general, but if there is a
5% change in use with the property, then a PUD amendment is automatically triggered.

City Planner Nordine stated that the proper notifications have been given for the public hearing.
Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing.

Mr. Paul Otto, Land Surveyer, Otto and Associates, stated that he represents the applicants. He
clarified that the reason for three buildings and three parcels is to have different entities that can
be financed separately. Access and parking easements address those issues.

MOTION: by Commissioner Proud, seconded by Commissioner McCool to close
the public hearing.

VOTE: Ayes - 5 Nays - 0

Commissioner McCool stated that he would offer an amendment to the conditions listed to make
sure a PUD amendment is triggered to address parking with a change in ownership of any of the
parcels.

Commissioner Ferrington asked the number of employees on the site. Mr. Chuck Schwab,
General Counsel for PaR Systems, 3362 Heritage Court, Stillwater, stated that at this time, there
are 179 employees. At full development another dozen or so employees would be added.

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Proud to
recommend the City Council approve the rezoning, preliminary plat and planned unit
development stage applications submitted by PaR Systems/Welsh for 625, 655 and 707 County
Road E. Said approval is subject to the following:

Rezoning

1. This approval rezones the property from BPK, Business Park, to PUD, Planned Unit
Development with an underlying zone of BPK, Business Park.

2. Rezoning is not effective until approvals are received for the Final Plat, PUD - Final Stage
and development agreements executed.

Preliminary Plat

1. A public use dedication fee shall be submitted as required by ordinance prior to release of the
final plat by the City.

2. The final plat shall include drainage and utility easements along the property lines and
stormwater ponding areas. Drainage and utility easements along the roadways shall be 10’
wide and along the side lot lines these easements shall be 5° wide and as required by the
Public Works Director.

3. Private agreements shall be secured between the parcels in the subdivision regarding joint
driveway, parking, stormwater, utility and maintenance agreements. Said agreements shall



be submitted to the City Attorney for review and approval prior to the City’s release of the
Final Plat.

Executed and recorded copies of the required agreements and association documents shall be
submitted to the City prior to the issuance of a building permit.

The Final Plat shall be submitted to the City for approval with the Final Stage PUD
application.

Planned Unit Development — Development Stage

1.

The permitted uses of the buildings on these properties is for manufacturing, warehouse and
office uses as depicted on the submitted and approved site plans on file with the City for each
parcel. Any change in use or occupancy of the building as determined by the City Planner
will require an amendment to the Planned Unit Development.

[In condition No. 1, Commissioner McCool amended the second sentence to read, “Any
change in use or occupancy, or substantial change in areas devoted to any permitted use,
of the building.”]

Private agreements shall be secured between the parcels in the subdivision regarding joint
driveway, parking, stormwater, utility and maintenance agreements. Said agreements shall
be submitted to the City Attorney for review and approval prior to the City’s release of the
Final Plat.

At the time the proposed addition is constructed on the building at 625 County Road E, the
applicant is encouraged to enhance the exterior appearance of the building at 655 County
Road E.

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1.

The proposed land use is consistent with the designated business park land use in the
Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed subdivision complies with the subdivision standards identified in the City’s
Development Code.

The proposed PUD for these properties is beneficial because it will formally recognize the
use of these properties by a single user and the shared facilities and infrastructure that exist
within this development.

Discussion:

Commissioner McCool stated that the reason for his amendment is for staff to have discretion,
rather than a percentage, 5% or 10%. The term “substantial” is used elsewhere in the Code.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0



SITE AND BUILDING PLAN REVIEW

File No. 2474-13-01
Applicant: Ramsey County Parks & Recreation Department
Location: 5959 Lexington Ave (Rice Creek Trail and Off-Leash Dog Park)

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick

This application is for improvements to the Rice Creek North Regional Park trail. When
complete, the trail will follow Rice Creek and connect Centerville to the Mississippi River in
Fridley. The portion in Shoreview has two parking areas, a 10-acre off-leash dog park and
approximately 3 miles of bituminous trail.

Improvements include a lower six-stall parking area (surfaced with porous asphalt) to serve the
water trail and canoe landing. The upper parking area will have 30 stalls with circular drive that
encloses a rain garden for infiltration of storm water. New internal trails will connect the
parking area to a new restroom building. All internal trails will be of porous asphalt. Trails and
restroom facilities will meet ADA accessibility standards.

The proposal is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and complies with the City’s
Development Code. Surrounding uses include a mobile home park to the north that is guided for
medium and high density land uses. On the west is a medium density residential and business
park area. To the south is low density detached residential.

The park is in the Open Space District, where park facilities are permitted with findings. The
property is also within the General Flood Plain District. The northeastern portion of the site is in
Zone A, which is subject to 1% annual chance of flood, where there is a no established base
flood elevation area. Along the south east is Zone AE, which is subject to 1% annual chance of
flood, with an 887 foot base flood elevation. All development proposed falls outside Zone A and
Zone AE with the exception of a small portion that will have a canoe landing. Since no fill is
proposed in any flood hazard area, the project complies with the requirements of the GF District.

Several storm water management measures will be used: 1) a rain garden/infiltration area in the
upper parking lot; and 2) porous asphalt in the lower parking area. Runoff will decrease and
meet City requirements. A permit from the Rice Creek Watershed District is required.

Over 70 trees will be removed for the drive and upper parking area; only two trees are landmark
trees. The replacement requirement is 6:1 for a total of 12 replacement trees. Landscaping
includes oak savannah restoration on the north side of the upper parking area and native shrubs
to help screen the parking area.

The restroom building will consist of concrete block and exterior finish of hardi-board with stone
accents. A gable metal roof is planned and sola tubes used for interior light. No windows are
included. Bike racks and an information kiosk will be near the building. The building design is
consistent with City requirements.



In the early 1990s, Lexington Avenue was realigned to remove a sharp curve, but the old right-
of-way was not vacated. These proposed improvements will be located in part of the old right-
of-way. Staff recommends that the County address this issue.

The park is heavily used. Construction is planned over the summer for three months and the
park will not be closed, but signs will be posted to notify users to park at the lot at 1901 County
Road I, which is a 1.5 miles from the off-leash dog area. If on-street parking results or problems
arise, the County has agreed to close the off-leash dog park at the request of the City.

Residents within 350 feet were notified of the proposal. No comments have been received.
Ramsey County will hold a public meeting at Shoreview City Hall for public information.

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

Commissioner Wenner asked the how the County determines the number of parking stalls. Mr.
Warwick stated that there were 25 stalls. The proposal increases that to 30 with a lower parking
lot of six stalls for the water trail. His observation is that while the park is heavily used, he is not
aware of overcrowding.

Commissioner Proud stated that there are other trails available to access the park and off-leash
dog area. Closing the park if parking becomes a problem would be too harsh. He asked if there
will be a prohibition of motorized watercraft. He expressed concern about a turf trail for the
water trail as not being sustainable. Mr. Warwick responded that although the off-leash area is
heavily used, there is no parking along Lexington for people to walk from there. Itisa
temporary situation. Staff will work to minimize problems. Acknowledging the poor soil of the
water trail, he responded that staff will work with the County to be sure it is sustainable.

Commissioner Ferrington commended the improvements planned. It will maximize the beauty
of the area. She especially appreciates green practices--the rain garden, porous asphalt. Her
concern for the waterway is to be sure that people who park in that lower lot actually do use the
waterway. Also, she would like to see space for two trailers. As an example, students from the
University and other schools are sent out to canoe. A group of students would need space for a
trailer for more than one canoe. She also asked if it would be possible to move the dog area
temporarily to the other side of the park near the County Road I parking while construction
occurs.

Commissioner Solomonson stated that he would like to be sure the trail by the pond that accesses
the dog park remains open. He asked if there is a security issue for the secluded parking area.
Mr. Warwick stated that in the last year there have been six incidents. He noted the light poles
are planned that will allow cameras to be installed as funding permits.

Commissioner Solomonson noted the many small trees to be removed. Mr. Warwick responded
that many are ash trees, and it would be proactive to remove them now before they are infested
with emerald ash borer. The County is a good steward and maintains the land in good condition.



Commissioner Solomonson stated that there is a steep drop off from the parking lot and asked if
that is of concern. Mr. Warwick stated that the new parking lot will give better access to the
high land areas.

Commissioner Wenner suggested that if the old remains of a silo is on the old Shoreview
farmstead, it would be nice to create an interpretive area of Shoreview history.

Mr. Scott Yonke, Planning and Development Director, Ramsey County Parks, responded to
questions: The number of parking stalls is based on the use observed. The parking planned is
adequate and has a high turnover. The existing lot may have 20 cars if it is crowded. What is
planned will make parking easily available. Trailers do not come often. There is a trailer stall,
but it is not used heavily. Also, the stalls are oversized for easy turning movements. Trails will
be directed away from steep areas near the parking lot. The oak savannah to restore the area is
conducive for walking.

No motorized watercraft will be allowed. Strictly kayaks and canoes will be permitted. Turf
trails have been used for canoe launches because it is a surface that will not damage watercraft
that is being pulled on the surface. Wood chips are not used because they are high maintenance.
Some of the trail slope will be made less steep and easier to portage. Although the bike trail is
alongside the canoe trail, he does not believe it will be used for canoes because it will be a much
longer distance from the parking lot to use the bike trail.

The off-leash dog area cannot be moved, as specific design requirements are needed. In regard
to safety, the parking area will be more open than now. Two parking lot lights will be put in
with capability to plug in a full-scan camera. Safety has been discussed with the Ramsey County
Sheriff’s Department and those suggestions incorporated into the plan. The area is regularly
patrolled. There is a motion sensor on the light pole.

Invasive shrubbery will be removed and a number of ash trees to restore the area to its native oak
savannah, which is very conducive for walking. As for the old silo foundation and other old
foundations on the site, they will not be removed. He agreed to look into interpretive signage.

Commissioner Proud asked that the County be sure there is authorization to prohibit motorized
watercraft. He suggested a berm so that runoff from the trail not run into the creek and trail
maintained. He commended this project. Mr. Yonke responded that motorized watercraft are
prohibited on Rice Creek. There would be no way to get a boat trailer to the launch area.

MOTION: by Commissioner Proud, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to recommend
that the City Council approve the Site and Building Plan application to redevelop
the Rice Creek Trail North, Lexington Avenue Trailhead, 5959 Lexington Ave.,
subject to the following conditions:

1. This approval permits the redevelopment of the Lexington Avenue Trailhead in accordance
with the submitted plans. The City Planner may approve minor changes to the submitted
plans.



2. Final grading, drainage, erosion control and utility plans are subject to approval by the Public

Works Director.

City permits are required for the new water and sewer taps, and associated service lines.

4. A surety for work on City infrastructure (water, sewer, and trail) is required in the amount of

$5,000.00.

Lighting on site shall comply with Section 206.030 of the Development Code.

6. City permits shall not be issued prior to Rice Creek Watershed District issuing a permit for
the project.

7. All facilities of the park may remain open while the parking area is redeveloped, however in
the event parking on City streets creates nuisance conditions, Ramsey County Parks will
close the off-leash dog area until parking is again provided for park users at the Lexington
Trailhead.

8. The Staff is authorized to issue grading and building permits for this project.

het

e

This approval is based on the following findings:

1. The proposed use is a permitted use in the OS, Open Space District and the GF, General
Flood Plain District.

2. The use and proposed alterations are consistent with the Planned Land Use, goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 4, Land Use and Chapter 10, Parks.

3. The storm water management plan is consistent with the City Surface Water Management
Plan.

4. The redevelopment is consistent with the Architectural and Site Design criteria and other

standards specified in the Municipal Code.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
OLD BUSINESS

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC HEARING- TEXT AMENDMENT - VEHICLE SALES

File No: 2454-12-17
Applicant: City of Shoreview
Location: City Wide

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Nordine

The proposed amendment to the Development Code would prohibit vehicle/equipment sales that
require large outdoor display sales or storage areas and rental in the C2, General Business
District. This includes new or used cars, recreational vehicle sales and rental and small structure
storage sheds. The proposed text has been revised to respond to the comments received at the
public hearing.

Two options are being presented. Both use the term “open sales lot” as prohibited. New
definitions that have been added to the Code are for the terms construction/heavy equipment



sales and rental; vehicle sales; and auto rental and service facility. Both options prohibit sales
and rental of construction/heavy equipment. What would be permitted on open sales lots are
Christmas trees, agricultural produce.

The difference between the two options is that Option 1 would permit auto rental and service
facilities as a conditional use. Standards proposed would regulate such things as number of
vehicles and parking location.

Option 2 would allow vehicle and equipment sales/rental, if the items are located within a fully
enclosed building.

Staff recommends continuance of the public hearing and consideration of the two options.
Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing. There were no comments of questions.

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Wenner to close the
public hearing.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
Commissioner Thompson asked if staff has a preferred option. Ms. Nordine stated that there are
few C2 districts, and the question is what use do commissioners want to see at those locations.

Commissioner McCool stated that under Option 2, he would like to see vehicle and equipment
sales as also a conditional use, even if enclosed. Ms. Nordine explained that it would be difficult
to differentiate between vehicles and equipment and other types of retail sales. She suggested
that if there is a service facility as part of sales, then a conditional use permit would be required.

Commissioner McCool noted that in Section 205.030 (9) the stricken language about
compatibility should be left in to give the City Manager more leverage in making these
decisions. He stated that he favors Option 2 noting some typographical changes: the second line

of the auto and rental service definition should read, *. . .said premises should be used “to” store.
.. ; the next line, . . . incidental servicing vehicle “of” vehicles. . .”; under vehicle sales, it
should read, . . . land or building used in the sale of. . ., omitting the word “for.”

Under Option 2, Commissioner McCool suggested the language be changed to state vehicle sales
located within a building and equipment sales and rental.

Chair Solomonson asked if this means that anything rented has to be inside. Ms. Nordine stated
that there is a section of the code that addresses and defines outside display area.

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Proud to recommend the
City Council approve the text amendment Option 2 to Chapter 200 of the
Municipal Code pertaining to vehicle sales and rental with the following changes:
1) the stricken language about compatibility be moved to Section 205.030; 2)
breaking out of vehicle and equipment sales into two separate entries; 3) he
second line of the auto and rental service definition should read, . . .said premises



should be used “to” store. . . ““; 4) the next line, . . . incidental servicing vehicles

should say “of” vehicles. . .”; and 5) under vehicle sales, it should read, “. . . land
or building used in the sale of. . .”, omitting the word “for.”

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

MISCELLANEOUS

City Council Meetings

Commissioners Solomonson and Wenner will attend the February 4th and February 19th City
Council meetings respectively.

Workshop

The Planning Commission will hold a workshop meeting following the next Planning
Commission meeting on February 26, 2013.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: by Commissioner Wenner, seconded by Commissioner McCool, to adjourn the
regular Planning Commission Meeting of January 29, 2013 at 8:55 p.m.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
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PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP
FEBRUARY 26, 2013

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Solomonson called the Shoreview Planning Commission workshop meeting to order at
7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

The following were present: Chair Solomonson; Commissioners Ferrington, McCool, Schumer,
Thompson, Wenner.

Commissioner Proud was absent.
DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENTS - UPDATE
Sign Ordinance (Temporary Signs and Message Center Signs)

City Planner Kathleen Nordine stated that an amendment is being proposed based on concerns
and complaints about temporary signage in the community. Draft amendments have been
prepared for review. The goal is to enact changes by May or June in time for the season when
temporary signs are most in use.

The proposed amendment would provide more flexibility for use of temporary signs. The
maximum area would be increased based on building size. The number that could be used would
be increased from a maximum of two per year to four per year. The display time would increase
from seven days to 14 days. There must be 14 days between the posting of temporary signs on a
property. Illuminated signs would be permitted in windows. Sandwich boards and T-frame signs
would not be permitted.

Message center signs would be allowed in commercial districts. Colors and graphics would be
reviewed through a Comprehensive Sign Plan review. A Comprehensive Sign Plan would not be
required if the proposed signs comply with City regulations. Minor deviations to the standards
of the sign code would be reviewed and approved administratively. Feedback to the proposed
amendments will also be sought by the Economic Development Commission and
retailers/business community. Formal text amendments will be considered by the Planning
Commission and City Council in May or June.

Chair Solomonson asked if the allowing temporary signs in a multi-tenant building are based on
building size or number of tenants. Ms. Nordine answered number of tenants. The issue is to
not have temporary signs posted all the time. A building with 12 tenants would mean that each
tenant would be allowed one temporary sign per year counting the 14-day period with no signs in
between the posting of a temporary sign.



Chair Solomonson stated that it would be a disadvantage to be a tenant in a large building. Ms.
Nordine stated that the intent is to encourage use of reader boards or message center signs for
tenants. Message centers and reader boards are preferred rather than use of temporary signs. If a
message center or reader board sign is used, temporary signs are not allowed on the property.

Commissioner McCool stated that if there are six tenants in a building and only one can have a
temporary sign at a time with 14 days in between the posting of another, it would be awkward
for special events like Mother’s Day or Valentine’s Day or a weekend event.

Commissioner Ferrington asked if a temporary sign can be posted for less than 14 days, such as a
one- or two-day special sale. Ms. Nordine answered, no. The intent is for a continuous 14 days,
which makes the amendment more enforceable. Mr. Warwick added that a reader board
(changeable copy) or message center can be used for short duration temporary messages.

Commissioner Thompson clarified that message centers would be owned by the landlord, and
tenants would have to agree on how they are used.

Commissioner Wenner asked how these regulations would impact cottage industries, such as
daycare, or tax service. Ms. Nordine stated there is a home occupation ordinance that addresses
that signage. No special temporary signage is permitted, such as advertising daycare openings.

[Unable to hear Commissioner Thompson. ]

Chair Solomonson asked if sandwich board or T-frame signs are considered temporary signs and
if banner signs have been used in the City and how that size was determined. Ms. Nordine stated
that they are, but are excluded from the permit requirements. Ms. Nordine stated that Target
used a banner for the Grand Opening. Mr. Warwick stated that regardless of building size,
banners can only be 32 square feet. The 64 square foot size was allowed for Target during
renovation.

Commissioner Ferrington agreed that a business in a multi-tenant building is at a definite
disadvantage. Who can put Grand Opening signs up when multiple businesses are opening at the
same time, such as the new development on [-694? She questioned the rationale for 14 days
between posting of temporary signs. Ms. Nordine stated that the intent is to prevent a
proliferation of temporary signs. Mr. Warwick explained that the 14-day period is actually a
reduction from the current regulation that requires 30 days between displays of temporary signs.
The intent is to have the building facade uncluttered.

Commissioner McCool stated that he would like to see more flexibility to allow businesses in a
multi-tenant building be able to have temporary signs at the same time. He suggested language
that no more than 50% or 60% of tenants in a building would be allowed temporary signs at the
same time. Encouraging message centers is good, but he is not sure that will be a good answer
for the new businesses on Red Fox Road. He could envision other reasons for using banners
than just Grand Openings. Message centers are good, but a landlord has to put them in.



Chair Solomonson stated that the question is whether it is fair that a business in a multi-tenant
building is allowed only one event per year when a temporary sign may be posted. If two
businesses opened at the same time, only one could have a banner for a Grand Opening.

Chair Solomonson asked the regulation for window signs. Ms. Nordine stated that it could be an
illuminated “open” sign or paper sign. Illuminated signs can cover 5% of window/door area on a
wall. Paper signs can cover up to 10% of window/door area.

The regulation for civic event signs is changed to not being posted prior to 14 days of the event
day. A civic event would be a fundraiser, such as a book fair or the Slice of Shoreview. Chair
Solomonson stated that he does not see a reason for the change. Ms. Nordine stated that it is a
matter of reasonableness. Mr. Warwick added that 14 days is the same stipulation for a Grand
Opening.

Sandwich Boards

Sandwich boards are pedestrian oriented signs that do not need a permit. They are not permitted
in the right-of-way and are to be located no more than 12 feet from the business entrance as long
as there is 3 feet of no obstruction for pedestrian traffic and accessibility for people with
disabilities.

Chair Solomonson stated that he would like to see the distance increased up to 20 feet, as 12 feet
is tight. Ms. Nordine explained that the intent is to not have sandwich boards in the boulevard or
parking lot or street. They are not intended to be seen from the street but should be kept on the
sidewalk.

Message Centers

Message centers would now be permitted for business use in addition to public and quasi-public
uses. The standards would be the same. Only a single color can be used with text only and no
graphics. Color and graphics would be a deviation that could be proposed through
Comprehensive Sign Plan.

Chair Solomonson requested that proximity to residential be a consideration and whether there
should be a setback requirement. Ms. Nordine stated that previous limitations were because
quasi-public and public uses are often in residential areas.

Commissioner Ferrington expressed her concern that neighborhoods be protected from brightly
lit signs.

Commissioner Wenner stated that a City goal is to limit light pollution. Ms. Nordine stated that
the levels used are the same as billboards and must have dimmers. The brightness cannot be .3

foot candles above ambient light.

Commissioner McCool suggested that the lighted signs can only be on during operation hours.



Comprehensive Sign Review Process

Ms. Nordine stated that in order to streamline the process for signage approval, it is proposed
that signs that comply with the ordinance would not require a Comprehensive Sign Plan, even if
there were two or more signs. Minor deviations of height or size could be taken care of
administratively.

Commissioner Ferrington stated that she would prefer the language remain as it is, so that any
deviations would be presented for approval through the Comprehensive Sign Plan process. That
would allow the Commission the opportunity to consider any impact to residential areas.

It was the consensus of the Planning Commission to streamline the approval process and allow
administrative approval if signs that are in compliance with the ordinance. Minor deviations
may also be approved administratively.

Residential Districts - Structure Setbacks

Mr. Warwick stated residential redevelopment infill in residential neighborhoods has been
discussed by the Commission for some time.. What is being addressed here are Code regulations
to allow more flexibility for property owners to make improvements to their property.
Comments from previous discussions have been incorporated into this text. The changes would
include:

» A minimum front yard setback of 25 feet

» Code continues to require averaging for setbacks when adjacent houses are located with more
than a 40-foot setback

» Current code establishes a standard of a 50-foot street right-of-way, reduced from the 60 feet
ROW used throughout the City before 1990. Where the right-of-way is still 60 feet the
required structure setback is reduced to 20 feet from the front property line provided the
structure is 35 feet back from the finished road surface. This is intended to maintain separation
by recognizing the wider right-of-ways and boulevard that can be used in lieu of a front yard.
The setback for corner lots has been increased from 30 feet to 35 feet from the improved street
for any portion of yard abutting a street. In considering averaging and alignment, a 20-foot
range is acceptable.

» On substandard lake lots if the existing side setback is more than 5 feet and less than 10 feet,
that setback can be used for expansion of the house. Staff is suggesting this same provision be
allowed for non-riparian properties.

Commissioner Ferrington stated that she supports flexibility that will allow people to reinvest in
their homes and stay in their homes. What is presented is reasonable.

In response to Chair Solomonson’s concern about accessory structures, Mr. Warwick stated that
they are not allowed closer to the lot line than a principal structure. Chair Solomonson also
expressed concern about heights of structures 5 feet from the lot line. He would like to see a
maximum height stipulated that allows a reasonable but not excessive interior ceiling height for
the addition.



A member of the public requested the floor in order to comment. Chair Solomonson advised
those in attendance that the public is welcome to attend workshop sessions of the Planning
Commission, but no public comment is taken at these workshops.

Chair Solomonson called a short break and then reconvened the meeting.

Commissioner McCool referred to page 4, and suggested the word “except” be deleted. On
pages 6 and 7, he noted that it appears that averaging with plus or minus 10 feet could bring a
setback to 15 feet. Earlier the stipulation of plus or minus 10 feet was only used if the setback
averaged 15 feet more than what is required.

Building Height

Ms. Nordine stated that recent developments, PaR Systems and Lakeveiw Terrace exceed height
standards of 35 feet. Code provides for the height maximum to be exceeded with an additional
foot of setback for every foot of height added to the maximum allowed, and that there is no
difficulty for firefighting capabilities.

Ms. Nordine stated that in comparison, the City is more restrictive than other communities. The
Building Official has stated that the Building Code addresses height in relation to the type of
construction proposed. The Fire Chief states that height is not a concern because of interior
sprinkling systems, and the Fire Department has equipment and training for firefighting in taller
buildings.

The character of the community is second tier suburban with low density residential and open
space. Growth will be through infill, which will mean higher density. The question is whether
there is support to permit taller buildings in some areas of the City.

Commissioner Thompson stated that there are a lot of people in adjoining neighborhoods who
are unhappy with the height of Lakeview Terrace. However, the City is quite restrictive and she
would be open to loosening the regulation.

Commissioner Ferrington stated that she would not want to change the residential standard of 35
feet but would consider a change for commercial businesses depending on where they are
located.

Commissioner Wenner stated that he would favor a change in requirements in commercial areas
and on arterial roads. Height could be a buffer from high traffic.

Commissioner McCool agreed with earlier comments and would support a change for
commercial areas. He noted the special overlay used for commercial areas used by Edina.

Chair Solomonson noted Minnetonka’s approach that requires a certain distance from residential
areas. His concern is proximity to residential, but he would support more flexibility.



Surface Water Management
Ms. Nordine stated that the portion of the Comprehensive Plan referring to Grass Lake
Watershed Management Organization (GLWMO) needs to be amended to reflect the change to

jurisdiction under Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District.

Public Works Director Mark Maloney will attend the May Planning Commission workshop to
discuss surface water management standards and industry standards.

The meeting adjourned.



TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Kathleen Nordine, City Planner

DATE: March 19, 2013

SUBJECT: File No. 2476-13-03, Conditional Use Permit — Vest, 5385 Carlson Road

INTRODUCTION

Jeffrey and Margaret Vest, 5385 Carlson Road, submitted a conditional use permit
application to expand a detached accessory structure on their property. On single-family
residential parcels one acre or larger in size, accessory structures that cxceed the
maximum allowable square footage arc permitted with a Conditional Use Permit. The
intent of the conditional use permit process is to review the proposal in terms of the
Development Code standards and consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The property is an “L” shaped parcel that has frontage on Carlson Road and Turtle Lake.
The property is zoned R1, Detached Residential as are the adjacent propertics. The
property is also located in the Shoreland Management District of Turtle Lake as are the
adjoining parcels that have frontage on Turtle Lake.

The property is 1.18 acres in size and has a width of 56 along Carlson Road and 89’
along Turtle Lake. Again, the property is “L” shaped with the majority of the lot being
perpendicular to Turtle Lake with a depth of 338 along the southern boundary. The
property is developed with a single family home that has a foundation area of 2,352
square feet with a 624 square foot attached garage. In 2003, a one and a half story
detached accessory structure was constructed on the street side of the structure which has
an area of 832 square feet with cold storage above the main floor. A Building Permit and
a Detached Accessory Structure Permit were issued for this structure. On riparian lots, a
Detached Accessory Structure permit is required for detached accessory structures
located on the street side of the residence. Please see the attached plans.

DEVELOPMENT CODE

The accessory structure regulations were revised in 2006 and stricter standards were
created to ensure the compatibility of these structures with surrounding residential uses.
On parcels 1 acre or larger in size, accessory structures may exceed the maximum
allowable square footage permitted with a conditional use permit provided certain
standards are met. The maximum arca permitted for a detached accessory structure is
and the total of all detached accessory structurcs is 288 square feet since there is an
attached 2 plus car garage on the property. The combined area of all accessory structures
cannot exceed 90% of the dwelling unit foundation area or 1,200 square feet, whichever
1S more restrictive.



Accessory structures must be setback a minimum of 5 feet from a side lot line and 10
feet from a rear lot line. The maximum height permitted for detached accessory structures
is 18 feet as measured from the roof peak to the lowest finished grade; however in no
case shall the height of the structure exceed the height of the dwelling unit. In addition,
sidewalls cannot exceed 10 feet and interior storage areas above the main floor cannot
exceed an interior height of 6 feet.

The exterior design of the structure must be compatible with the dwelling and be similar
in appearance from an aesthetic, building material and architectural standpoint. The
proposed design, scale, height and other aspects related to the accessory structure are
evaluated to determine the impact on the surrounding area. Building permits may be
issued upon the finding that the appearance of the structure is compatible with the
structures and properties in the surrounding arca and docs not detract from the area. The
intent of these regulations and the City’s Comprehensive Plan’s policies is to ensure that
the residential character of the properly and neighborhood is maintained and that
dwelling unit remains the primary feature and use of the property.

Conditional Use Permit

Attachment A summarizes the standards which must be met for the conditional use
permit to be granted. These standards address location, structure setbacks, screening, and
exterior design. In addition, a Conditional Use Permit can only be granted upon the
finding that the proposed use is in harmony with and conforms to the Comprehensive
Plan policies and Development Code standards.

APPLICANT’S STATEMENT

The applicant states that the storage building will be used to store personal items such as
lawn and garden equipment, gas and rclated items. This expansion will provide
additional interior storage in the main portion of the garage for the storage of a trailer.
The small addition is designed to blend in with the existing structure and will have an
cxterior finish that matches the garage. Vegetation between this structure and the
adjoining property will provide screening. The conditions of the Development Code will
be met and the proposed structure, including the use, is in harmony with the
Comprehensive Plan policies.

STAFF REVIEW

The proposal was reviewed in accordance with the standards identified in the
Development Code. The proposed accessory structure complies with the location, height,
design and setback requirements for a sccond detached accessory structure. Existing
vegetation, size of the property and location of the storage shed minimize these visual
impacts on adjoining properties. The following table summarizes the proposal in terms
of the Development Code standards.



Existing | Proposed Development Code
Standard

Area
Detached Garage | 832sf | 932 sf *288 sf

All Accessory | 1,456 sf | 1,556 sf| #1,200 sf or 90% of the dwelling unit
Structures (66% of dfa) | foundation area (2,117 st) — whichever
is more restrictive

Setback — side lot | 11 ft 14 1t 10 ft
line
Height
Roof Peak 2.t 12 ft 18 ft
Sidewall 8 ft 10 ft
Exterior Design Match Compatible with the residence and be
existing similar in appearance
Screening Retain Structure shall be screened from view
existing of public streets and adjoining
vegetation properties with landscaping, berming or
fencing

*Standard may be exceeded with a Conditional Use Permit

The proposed structure complies with the City’s standards regarding setbacks, height,
exterior design and screening from adjoining properties.

In Staff’s opinion the proposed structure is also in harmony with general purpose of the
Development Code and Comprehensive Plan policies. While the proposed area of the
detached structure exceeds that which is permitted by right, the structure does meet the
conditional use permit standards. The overall size of this structure when combined with
all accessory structures is less than 90% of the dwelling unit foundation area. The
dwelling unit will remain the primary feature and use ol the property.

The applicant indicated that the shed will be used for the storage of personal items such

as lawn and garden related equipment and fuel. This use is consistent with the residential
use of the property and neighborhood.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Property owners within 350" of the property were notified of the application. No
comments have been received.

RECOMMENDATION

A Conditional use permit may be granted provided the proposed use is listed as a
conditional use for the district in which it is located and upon showing that the standards
and criteria of the Development Code arc satisfied. The criteria for a conditional use
permit includes that the use is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the




Development Code and Comprehensive Plan and that the structure/land use conforms
with the Comprehensive Plan and are compatible with the existing neighborhood. In
staff’s opinion, these criteria are met. An accessory structure of this size is compatible
with the neighborhood provided the conditional use permit standards are adhered to. The
existing home will remain the primary feature and use of the property. Staff is
recommending the Planning Commission recommend the City Council approve the
Conditional Use Permit subject to the following:

1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted with the
applications. Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City
Planner, will require review and approval by the Planning Commission.

2. The exterior design and finish of the addition shall match the existing structure.

3. The existing vegetation along that portion of the side property line adjacent to the
proposed structure must remain and be maintained.

4. A minimum setback of 10-feet is required from the adjoining side property line.

5. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the structure.

6. The structure shall be used for storage purposes of household and lawn supplies,
vehicles and equipment.

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

Attachments:
1. Location Map
2. Applicant’s Statement and Submitted Plans
3. Comments received
4,  Attachment A — Conditional Use Permit, Standards for Detached Accessory Structures
5. Motion Sheet



ATTACHMENT A

(1) The accessory structure shall be located in the rear yard of the property except as
otherwise permitted by this ordinance.

(2) The accessory structure shall be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the side property
line and 10 feet from the rear property line; however, the City may require greater

setbacks to mitigate impacts on adjoining properties.

(3) For parcels 1 acre or larger in size, the lot shall have a minimum area of 1 acre above
the ordinary high water line of a lake, ponding area or wetland on the property.

(4) The accessory structure shall be screened from view of adjacent properties and public
streets through the use of landscaping, berming, fencing or a combination thereol.

(5) The structure shall comply with the standards of Section 205.082(D)(5) of this
ordinance.

Conditional Use Permit Criteria

Certain land uses are designated as a conditional use because they may not be suitable in
a particular zoning district unless conditions are attached. In those circumstances,
conditions may be imposed to protect the health, safety and welfare and to insure

harmony with the Comprehensive Plan.

In addition to the standards identified above, the City Council must find that the use
complies with the following criteria.

(1) The use is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Development
Ordinance.

(2) The use is in harmony with the policies of the Comprehensive Guide Plan.
(3) Certain conditions as detailed in the Development Ordinance exist.

(4) The structurc and/or land use conform to the Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive
Guide Plan and are compatible with the existing neighborhood.
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MOTION

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

To recommend the City Council approve the Conditional Use Permit submitted by Jeff and Margaret Vest,
5385 Carlson Road, to construct an addition onto an existing detached accessory structure on the property,

subject

1.

7

to the following conditions:

The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted with the application. Any
significant changes to these plans, as detemnned by the City Planner, will require review and
approval by the Planning Commission.

The exterior design and finish of the addition shall match the existing structure.

The existing vegetation along that portion of the side property line adjacent to the proposed
structure must remain and be maintained.

A minimum setback of 10-feet is required from the adjoining side property line.

The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the structure.

The structure shall be used for storage purposes of household and lawn supplies, vehicles and
equipment.

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

Said approval is based on the following findings of fact:

I

2.

The proposed accessory structure will maintain the residential use and character of the property
and is therefore in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Development Ordinance.
The primary use of the property will remain residential and is in harmony with the policies of the
Comprehensive Guide Plan.

The conditional use permit standards as detailed in the Development Ordinance for a residential
acecessory are met,

The structure and/or land use conform to the Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive Guide Plan
and are compaltible with the existing neighborhood.

VOTE.:

AYES:

NAYS:

Regular Planning Commission Meeting

March 26, 2013
t42013peli2476-13-035385 Carlson Road Vest\pemaotion



TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Rob Warwick, Senior Planner
DATE: March 22, 2013

SUBJECT: File No. 2477-13-04, Preliminary Plat and Site and Building Plan Review, St.
QOdilia Catholic Church, 3495 Victoria Street N

INTRODUCTION

The applicant, St. Odilia Catholic Community, 3495 Victoria Street N, is requesting preliminary
plat and site and building plan review for the development of a prayer garden, columbarium and
cemetery to be located on the west side of the campus, along Vivian Avenue, from the pond on
the south to the north end of the property. This application was complete March 12, 2013.

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The St. Odilia campus is located south of Island Lake Elementary School, west of Victoria
Street, east of Vivian Avenue and north of Cottage Place. The campus has an area of 19.6 acres
and access from both Vivian Avenue and Victoria Street. The site is principally used as a church
and a private school, with additional facilities including two single family detached dwellings, an

administration building and a hospice care facility, parking and drives, playgrounds, and soccer
field.

The campus abuts detached single family residential areas on the south, west and east. To the
north on Victoria Street there is a single-family residence that is not part of the campus, and
another institutional use, [sland Lake Elementary School.

The preliminary plat subdivides the property into five lots, with each lot occupied with one of the
main uses of the Church: the Church and School on Lot 1; the administration building on Lot 4;
the hospice care facility on Lot 2; the priests residence on Lot 3; and the proposed prayer garden
and cemetery on Lot 5.

The proposed prayer garden, cemetery and columbarium will be located on the west (Vivian
Ave.) side of the campus, and developed on about 2.15 acres. There is an existing access
driveway from the parking area to Vivian Avenue that bisects the proposed cemetery area into
north and south sections. This area slopes from the east down to Vivian Ave, South of the drive
is an existing stormwater pond that will be integrated in the cemetery and garden area. North of
the access drive, the cemetery and garden area will be developed on the slope that abuts Vivian
Ave. The cemetery will be developed throughout the area with gardens and walks connecting
the columbarium walls and other memorial features integrated into the site. The south section
will be developed with 48 traditional grave sites and 1841 columbarium niches. The north
section will have 258 traditional grave sites and 1088 columbarium niches. The traditional
graves will be marked with stones, all flush at-grade. The columbarium will consist of pre-
fabricated walls, examples of which are attached.

The development will be phased. The initial phase will include grading of the entire arca
planned for the cemetery/garden area, the landscaping and rain garden. The traditional graves
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will all be laid out during the initial phase, and will include an initial columbarium with 96
niches that will be located in the south section. Later interment sites will be phased based on the
use of the cemetery. The applicant expects the cemetery to meet community needs over about
100 years.

~ Please see the attached plans.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN _

The 2008 Comprehensive Plan designates this property for Institutional use. Uses within this
category include public and private schools, fire and police stations, city hall, water towers and
other public or quasi-public uses. Surrounding planned land uses include low-density residential,
institutional, natural, and park.

DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS AND REVIEW

Site and Building Plan Review

The property is zoned R-1, Detached Residential, a typical zoning for church and school
properties. Public and quasi-public uses are allowed in this zoning district through the Site and
Building Plan Review process provided the use will not conflict with or impede the planned use
of adjoining property. Conditions may be attached to site and building plan approval by the City
Council to ensure compatibility with adjacent land uses.

Staff believes that the proposed prayer garden and cemetery are compatible with the nearby
residential and institutional uses, including the public and private schools. One comment
expresses concern that the cemetery will be “spooky” to younger children who will be near the
location. The staff does understand this concern but feels that the applicant has well stated the
rationale for this use in the community, an area that encourages tying together the past, present
and future. The traditional graves and columbarium will be setback a minimum of 30 feet from
the lot line and sidewalk along Vivian Avenue. The plans show the area will be landscaped with
trees and a rain garden that will buffer the area developed with traditional graves from the street
and sidewalk. The Commission may add conditions requiring added trees, shrubs, hedges and/or
berms to increase the screening.

Preliminary Plat

The proposed preliminary plat divides the property into five parcels, with each parcel containing
a structure, except for Lot 5 which will be used for the prayer garden and cemetery. The purpose
of the plat is twofold. First, the proposed plat includes property that the Church acquired when
the Crosier Fathers relocated their facilities to Arizona, and so the plat integrates these parcels
into the campus. Seccond, State law requires platting for cemeteries, and this is accomplished
with the creation of Lot 5. The required drainage and utility easements will be dedicated along
the property lines and over drainage areas. Existing easements have previously been conveyed
for shared driveway and access areas. The following table summarizes the lot characteristics.
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LOT WIDTH LOT DEPTH LOT AREA
MIN. REQUIREMENT 75 FEET 125 FEET 10,000 SQ FT
LOT 1 825 FEET 902 FEET 592,825 SQ FT
LOT 2 252 FEET 263.5 FEET 66,415 5QFT
LOT 3 263.55 FEET 168.0 FEET 44,248 SQ FT
LOT 4 170 FEET 331.6 FEET 56,331 SQFT
LOT 5 92248 FEET 191.1 FEET 93,767 SQ FT

The proposed parcels comply with the Development Code requirements, except that Lot 2 lacks
frontage on a public street as required. This lot has access to public streets over an internal
private easement that was conveyed when the City vacated Cottage Place in 1993, thereby
climinating the public street frontage for this Lot 2, and other lots on the unimproved portion of
this street, which was dedicated on the Minncsota Realty Homesites plat in 1946. This portion of
the street was never constructed due to wetlands and poor soils. Since the lot for this use
previously existed, it is staff’s opinion that the nonconformity may be continued without
requiring a variance from the Code requirement of frontage on a public street.

Staff has reviewed the plans in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and the requirements of
the Development Code. The proposed improvements are consistent with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Development Regulations. The cemetery is intended to serve the
larger community by providing an area for the interment of remains within a space of the prayer
garden to provide a reflective environment.

The proposed location along Vivian has been designed to comply with the 30-foot front and 10-
foot side setbacks required from a property line. The closest single family residential property is
about 90 feet away from the cemetery area. In Stafl’s opinion, the prayer garden, cemetery and
columbarium will not impact these residential uses. The traditional grave sites in the north
section will be screened with a mix of conifer and deciduous trees as well as the rain garden.
The use of at-grade markers at the grave sites will aid in minimizing the visual impact.

Funeral services are currently held at the Church, as identified in the applicant’s statement, and
so traffic patterns related to funerals will change but slightly with processions leaving the
property less common than now. Services will be held and attendees will depart the property
individually.

The plat includes property that is solely owned by the Church. Staff finds this a suitable method
to meet the requirements of Statute in order to create the cemetery and create clean legal
descriptions of the Church properties. Staff has included a condition of approval that requires
rezoning to a PUD in the event the Church chooses to sell some or all of these lots in the future
since access, stormwater management, and uses would no longer be managed by a single entity,
and provide the City the safeguard needed to insure that shared improvements are properly
managed by the new owners.
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SITE AND BUILDING PLAN REVIEW
Saint Odilia’s Prayer Garden/Cemetery

1. Application Form: Attached

2. Ownership: (See attached Certificate of Survey)
3. Description: The Catholic Community of Saint Odilia proposes to develop a prayer

garden, including columbarium and cemetery, on its existing campus
located at 3495 North Victoria Street in Shoreview.

The Prayer Garden/Cemetery will be developed on 2.15 acres of land on
the west side of the Church property, near Vivian Avenue. The existing
private drive from the Church to Vivian will remain and will divide the
two (2) sections of the Prayer Garden. The Prayer Garden/Cemetery will
provide space for 306 traditional in-ground burials and up to 2,929 above
ground columbarium niches for cremation burials. The main features of
the cemetery are connected with an accessible walk system. Extensive
landscaping is planned throughout the site with an emphasis on
sustainable, native plants.

a. Phasing

The Prayer Garden/Cemetery will be phased over a period of
many years, as additional burial space is needed. The initial phase
will include a columbarium with approximately 96 niches. The
entire 306 traditional graves will be laid out and available as
needed.

b. Graves and Monuments

The grave size is 4’ x 10", Graves will be marked with 4-1/2" round
stainless steel disks with the row and grave numbers. Only flush
granite monuments will be allowed. There will be no upright
monuments.

¢ Columbarium

One columbarium is proposed for the first phase of development.
The master plan allows for many other columbaria locations,
which will only be constructed in the future as needed. The initial
installation will be either a York columbarium (see attached)
containing 96 niches or an Eclipse columbarium {see attached)
containing 312 niches.
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Traffic:

Plan Sheets:

Sanders Wacker Bergly - A Loucks Company

365 Kelloge Boulevard East | Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101-1411] 651.221.0401

Neighborhood Meeting

A neighborhood meeting was held on February 12, 2013 at Saint
Odilia’s Church at which the plans for the Prayer
Garden/Cemetery were presented and discussed. There seemed
to be general support for the project. No opposition was
expressed.

Parish Meeting
A Parish Meeting at Saint Odilia’s Church has been scheduled for

February 26, 2013, at which time the plans for the Prayer
Garden/Cemetery will be presented and discussed.

The current traffic for funerals will remain the same for the new Prayer
Garden/Cemetery. Parking will be at the Church and the funeral
procession will walk from the Church to the burial site. The occasional
visitors to the cemetery will park at the Church and walk to the
Cemetery. No traffic study is required.

The following plan sheets are attached:

P oo ow

Property Survey

Master Plan

Site Plan

Landscape Plan

Grading and Drainage Plan

Environmentally Sensitive Areas

There are no environmentally sensitive areas on the site. The site
survey shows the existing stormwater pond on the property.

The Plans have been reviewed by Paige Ahlborg, Permit
Coordinator and the Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed
District, who determined that a watershed permit would not be
required. The Church does intend to apply for participation in the
BMP incentive Program for the construction of the proposed rain
gardens and native plantings.

I There are no impervious surface areas located within a
designated shoreland area.

Page 2 0of 3



Sanders Wacker Bergly - A Loucks Company

365 Kelloge Boulevard East | Saimt Paul, Minnesora §5101-1411 | 651.221.0401

ii. Only minor grading is proposed. See quantity estimate
attached.

g Utility Plan

The site survey shows the location of existing utilities. No new
utilities or changes are proposed.

h. Sign Plan
No signage is proposed in the first phase of development. Future
phases may include a stone column with a simple engraved
identification sign.

i. Site Lighting

No lighting is proposed.

j. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan {see attached)
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COST ESTIMATE - LANDSCAPE

St. Odilia Prayer Garden / Cemetery

Prepared by:

Sanders Wacker Bergly, Inc.

Date: 02121113
ITEM UNIT UNIT PRICE QTY. TOTAL
LANDSCAPING
Overstory trees ea $350.00 13 $4,550.00
Ornamental trees ea $250.00 10 $2,500.00
Coniferous trees ea $350.00 18 $6,300.00
Engineered soild for rain gardens cy $45.00 180 $8,100.00
Native plugs ea $2.50 3,900 $9,750.00
SUBTOTAL $31,200.00
SUBTOTAL $31,200.00
15% contingency $4,680.00
TOTAL $35,880.00

Fage 1 of 1




St Odilia Prayer Garden

Description

Mobilization
Grading/NPDES/SWPP plans
Silt fence (Biolog)

Cut

Fill

Cut sidewalk for subgrade
Fill sidewalk to subgrade

4" sand cushion for sdwk (import)
Place sand cushion

4" recycled CL5

Place CL 5

Furnish topseil

Place topsoil

Seed

TOTAL
Cintingency 15%

TOTAL
FOUNDATION PREP {each)
Geo fabric

Concrete sidewalk
(in lieu of CL5)

Colored/stamped sidewalk
(in lieu of CL 5)

Silt fence
(in lieu of Biolog)

Crushed limestone CL 5 ADD

Quantity

780
1276
1285

370

320

220

220

330

330

480

480

1.8

125
1600

780

330

Unit

LS
LS
LF
cy
cy
<y
<y
oy
oy
tn
tn
oy
cy
ac

cy
sf
sf

sf

tn

1 40 0 W0 A0 U A 0 A0 A0 0 A0 A A

Unit Cost

1,500.00
1,200.00
5.00
2.50
3.00
2.50
3.00
8.00
4.00
6.00
7.00
12.00
10.00
1,500.00

10.00

0.20

3.00

6.00

2.00

7.00
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W

$

Cost

1,500.00
1,200.00
3,900.00
3,190.00
3,855.00

925.00

960.00
1,760.00

880.00
1,880.00
2,310.00
5,760.00
4,800.00
2,700.00

35,720.00

5,360.00

41,080.00

1,250.00

320.00

3.00

6.00

1,560.00

2,310.00









St. Odilia Prayer Garden

Frequently Asked Questions

Why are we looking to establish a cemetery at St. Odilia?

Many people have expressed regret over the years that St. Odilia has never had
its own cemetery. We welcome our newest members into our Church “home”
with joy at Baptism and we nourish our Community through the years in our
“home” with the Word of God and the Sacraments. Wouldn't it be wonderful to
complete that cycle of life and grace by having a place right here at “home” to
hold our beloved dead until we are all gathered up into God’s everlasting
embrace at the resurrection? Having a sacred place like this on our own campus
gives witness to a faithful community of all the disciples of Jesus, the deceased,
the living and even future generations. Our Prayer Garden will be a place where
we will love, cry, smile, remember and grow in faith as we reflect on the promise

of Eternal Life.

What will be in our Prayer Garden at 5t. Odilia?

St. Odilia is looking to develop the outdoor space on the west side of our campus
overlooking the pond that is already there. The space developed will be on both
sides of the road leading to our property from the west. The Prayer Garden will

include a columbarium as well as space for in-ground burial of both bodies and

cremains. The Garden will also include walkways made of pavers, benches, a



possible grotto area, trees, shrubs, flower beds, lighting, signage and a Memorial
Pillar designed for those who will be buried elsewhere but wish to be
remembered by the St. Odilia COmmunity. All of these things will be designed
to enhance the natural beauty of the Garden. For this reason all grave markers
will be flush to the ground (flat) and there will be no fencing other than

shrubbery and other landscaping.

The Prayer Garden will flow from the rest of our campus with limited barriers
utilizing natural boundaries or berms lining the property that borders/faces
other properties that are not a part of our campus. The pond area will also be
enhanced making the whole Prayer Garden a place that invites visitors to reflect

and pray.

What exactly IS a Columbarium?

A Columbarium is a structure that can take many shapes. Most often it is a wall-
like structure. Ashes are placed in niches or small compartments within the
columbarium and are marked in the same way that a grave marker would be
marked (name, date of birth and death). Columbaria will be added to the Prayer
Garden in phases after the initial columbarium is installed. The initial

columbarium will contain 96 niches. Each niche will hold the cremains of two

people.



What does the word Columbarium mean?

Actually its meaning is beautiful. Columbarium is derived from the Latin word
Columba or “Dovecote” or a nesting place for doves. The dove is the traditional
symbol of God’s presence and peace...what a beautiful name for the place that

will cradle our earthly remains until the Great Day of Resurrection!

Who will pay for this project?

As with any cemetery our Prayer Garden and all that it contains will be paid for
by those who choose to be interred within it. St. Odilia Parish is not “funding”
this project. The space itself is already maintained by our staff (and volunteers)
so there is no additional cost to the Parish. As with any cemetery there will be a
cost to purchase the grave or niche as well as a cost to open and close the grave

or niche at the time of interment.

Will the close proximity of the School playground pose a problem?

A Catholic School environment allows the children of our Community to
experience the mystery of death and new life in the context of our Christian
Faith. Because of timing funeral processions now often leave the church during
the noon recess time for our students. Rather than being disconcerting for the
children they grow in the awareness that our Catholic Funeral Rites are a
celebration of an individual’s life and the gift and promise of Eternal Life. People

attending funerals here often comment that the muffled voices of children at play



are a comfort and a reassurance that the cycle of life continues on...”Life is

changed, not ended” as our Mass of Christian Burial prays.

Will interment in the Prayer Garden be limited to St. Odilia Parishioners?
No. Since our founding in 1960 a main charism of this Community has been its
hospitality and welcoming spirit of inclusion. Our Prayer Garden will continue

this spirit of welcome and inclusion.






























Date: March 18, 2013

To: Rob Warwick, Senior Planner
From: Tom Wesolowski, City Engineer
Subject: Preliminary Plat and Site Review Comments for Prayer Garden,

Columbarium, and Cemetery, Church of St. Odilia, 3495 Victoria Street

The City of Shoreview Engineering Department has reviewed the preliminary plat and
site plans dated February 5, 2013. Engineering staff has the following comments
regarding the plans:

1. The project area is located within the Grass Lake Watershed, which is governed
by the Ramsy-Washington Metro Watershed District (RWMWD). It has been
determined that a RWMWD permit will not be required for this project.

2. Based on the proposed plans there will be an increase of impervious surface on
the site. A stormwater management plan meeting the requirements described in
the City’s Surface Water Management Plan is required.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss the comments please contact Tom
Wesolowski at 651-490-4652












MOTION

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

To recommend the City Council approve the Preliminary Plat and Site and Building Plan review
applications for St. Odilia, 3495 Victoria Street North, for development of a prayer garden,
columbarium and cemetery, subject to the following conditions:

1;

8.

The project must be completed in accordance with the submitted site and building plans. Any
significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, will require review and
approval by the Planning Commission and the City Council.

The approval will expire after one year if the final plat has not been approved by the City Council.
The cemetery and columbarium shall be developed in accordance with the approved Master Plan.
Development phases shall be administratively approved provided the phase is in conformance with
the Master Plan.

The cemetery and columbarium shall be developed, and operated in accordance with Minnesota
Statutes.

No crematorium or mausoleum is proposed or permitted in this development.

The applicant shall obtain a grading permit prior to commencement of any work for the
development of the prayer garden arca.

St. Odilia’s is required to submit a Planned Unit Development application prior to a future sale of
any of Lots 1 — 5, Block 1, The Catholic Community of St. Odilia.

The Applicant shall enter into a Development Agreement with the City.

This approval is based on the following findings:

1. The proposed improvement is consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
2. The proposed improvements will not conflict with or impede the use of adjoining property.
VOTE:

AYES:

NAYS:

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
March 26, 2013
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TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Kathleen Nordine, City Planner

DATE: March 19, 2013

SUBJECT: File No. 2480-13-07; Josh and Joanna Wing, Minor Subdivision, 169 Bridge
Street

INTRODUCTION

Josh and Joanna Wing submitted a minor subdivision application to divide the property at 169
Bridge Street into two parcels. The property is located west of Rice Street on the north side of
Bridge Street and is currently developed with a single-family residence and detached garage.
This residence is vacant and was recently foreclosed on. These structures will be removed and
new single-family residential homes would be constructed on each parcel.

This application was complete as of March 13, 2013.

BACKGROUND

The property is currently developed with a single-family residential structure, detached garage,
driveway and other ancillary site improvements. The topography of the property slopes from the
west to the east. Adjacent land uses include single-family residential to the west and south and
east. To the north is property owned by the City of Shoreview which has wetland and stormwater
ponding areas.

The existing home is serviced with city sewer and water. Sewer and water connections were
previously installed for a new parcel immediately cast of the home, in anticipation of a future
subdivision.

MINOR SUBDIVISION

DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS

Minor subdivisions require review by the Planning Commission and approval by the City
Council. Minor subdivisions must be reviewed in accordance with subdivision and zoning
district standards in the Development Regulations.

The City’s subdivision standards require all lots to front on a publicly dedicated right-of-way.
Municipal sanitary sewer also must be provided to the new lot. These standards also require 5-
foot public drainage and 10-foot utility easements along property lines where necessary. Public
drainage and utility easements are also required over infrastructure, watercourses, drainages or
floodways.






Wing — 169 Bridge Street
File No. 2480-13-07
Page 3

recommending the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City
Council, subject to the following conditions:

1,

The minor subdivision shall be in accordance with the plans submitted.

2. For Parcel B, a Public Recreation Use Dedication fee as required by Section 204.020 of the

Development Regulations before a building permit is issued for a new home on the property.
The fee will be 4% of the fair market value of the property.

Public drainage and utility easements shall be dedicated to the City as required by the Public
Works Director. The applicant shall be responsible for providing legal descriptions for all
required casements. Easements shall be conveyed before the City will endorse deeds for
recording.

The applicants shall enter into a Subdivision Agreement with the City. This agreement shall
be executed prior to the City’s release of the deeds for recording. A Development
Agreement will also be required for the construction of new homes on each parcel.
Driveways and all other work within the Bridge Street right-of-way are subject to the
permitting authority of the City of Shoreview.

A tree protection plan shall be submitted prior to issuance of a building permit (including the
demolition permit). The approved plan shall be implemented prior to the commencement of
work on the property and maintained during the period of construction. The protection plan
shall include wood chips and protective fencing at the drip line of the retained trees.

An erosion control plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for each
parcel and implemented during the construction of the new residence.

. A final site-grading plan shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a building

permit.
This approval shall expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with
Ramsey County.

Altachments

1} Location Map

2} Site Aerial Photo

3) Submitted Statement and Plans

4) Response to Request for Comment
5) Motion

T:2013 Planning Case Tiles'2480-13-07 169 Bridge Wing\PC Memo.docx

























































MOTION

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

To recommend the City Council approve the Minor Subdivision submitted by Josh and Joanna Wing, 169
Bridge Street, to divide the property into two parcels for single-family residential development. Approval is
subject to the following conditions:

1. The minor subdivision shall be in accordance with the plans submitted.

2. For Parcel B, a Public Recreation Use Dedication fee as required by Section 204.020 of the
Development Regulations before a building permit is issued for a new home on the property. The fec
will be 4% of the [air market value of the property.

3. Public drainage and utility easements shall be dedicated to the City as required by the Public Works
Director. The applicant shall be responsible for providing legal descriptions for all required
casements. Easements shall be conveyed before the City will endorse deeds for recording.

4. The applicants shall enter into a Subdivision Agreement with the City. This agreement shall be
executed prior to the City’s release of the deeds for recording. A Development Agreement will also
be required for the construction of new homes on each parcel.

5. Driveways and all other work within the Bridge Street right-of-way are subject to the permitting
authority of the City of Shoreview.

6. A tree protection plan shall be submitted prior to issuance of a building permit (including the
demolition permit). The approved plan shall be implemented prior to the commencement of work on
the property and maintained during the period of construction. The protection plan shall include wood
chips and protective [encing at the drip line of the retained trees.

7. An erosion control plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for each parcel and
implemented during the construction of the new residence.

8. A final site-grading plan shall be submitted and approved prior to issuance of a building permit.

9. This approval shall expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with Ramsey
County.

VOTE:

AYES:
NAYS:

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
March 26, 2013
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3122113 Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Willow Creek Center - request for comment

Shoreview

Willow Creek Center - request for comment

] message

geoff@heirloomcustom.com <geoff@heirloomcustom.com> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 8:41 AM
To: knordine@shoreviewmn.gov

Hi Kathleen-

In regards to the electronic message center sign at Willow Creek Center, we have concerns that a "full color
graphic display" will be an added distraction to drivers approaching an intersection which already has problems.
There have been quite a few accidents at that intersection due to drivers traveling eastbound on Lexington not
realizing there is a stop sign, as well as a pedestrian being struck a few years ago.

The other concern we hawe is that the proposed display will be a general eyesore to the area. Although Lexington
is a busy thoroughfare, it is also part of our neighborhood, and many people enjoy walking and biking on the
recreation path adjacent to the Willow Creek Center. | have spoken with quite a few of my neighbors, and no one |
have spoken with is in favor of this type of display in the neighborhood.

Thank you,

Geoffrey & Natalie Page

1355 Rice Creek Tralil

Shoreview, MN 55126

(651) 338-4326

https://mail.g oogle.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=43afe91074&view=pt&search=inbox&th=13d92554dae1d8ad
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TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Kathleen Nordine, City Planner
Rob Warwick, Senior Planner

DATE: March 20, 2013

SUBJECT: File No. 2433-11-26, City of Shoreview - Text Amendment, Setbacks in Residential
Districts

INTRODUCTION

The City Council and Planning Commission have previously discussed issues related to residential
redevelopment and infill in established single-family residential neighborhoods. This discussion
addressed the need for flexibility from certain residential zoning standards to enable property
owners to improve their homes and reinvest in neighborhoods.

The Planning Commission addressed this matter at several workshops, most recently on February
23 The Commission supported the proposed revisions and directed staff to prepare text
amendments which could then be presented to the Commission and public through the public
hearing process. Minutes from the February 23" meeting are included in the Commission’s
Planning Commission packet.

BACKGROUND

The intent of the proposed text amendments is to relax certain structure setback standards for single-
family residential homes located in the R1, Detached Residential zoning district. There are a few
neighborhoods in the City that were constructed in the 1940°s — 1950°s that are characterized with
smaller one, and one-and- half story homes. The majority of single-family residential construction
occurred during the 1970°s and 1980°s where the neighborhoods are dominated by long-faced and
short-faced split-level homes. The expansion of these homes can be difficult at times due their
interior floor layout coupled with placement on the property right at the minimum front structure
setback. Modifying setback requirements will provide additional options for homeowners who are
looking at improving and/or updating their homes so as to meet current lifestyle needs.

In addition, the City Subdivision standards, specifically regarding road rights of way needs,
required larger strect rights-of-ways for local streets until the late 1980s. The actual pavement or
road design width has not changed, therefore, in some of our older neighborhoods, there are larger
boulevard areas which result in larger “front” yard areas (as measured from the structure to the curb
line} when compared to newer developments.

The City also has neighborhoods that were developed with 25-foot front yard setbacks, smaller than
the current 30-foot required. These neighborhoods include both older and newer subdivisions. One
benefit that results from smaller structure setbacks from the front property line is shorter driveways
and less impervious surface. The application of these shorter setbacks has not resulted in any
negative impacts.



Text Amendment - Residential Setbacks
File No. 2433-11-26
March 22, 2013

DEVELOPMENT CODE

The proposed code revisions apply to single-family residential development in the R1, Detached
Residential, R2, Attached Residential District, and RE, Residential Estate zoning districts, and in
the Shoreland Overlay District. The following summarizes the existing regulations that are being
proposed for revision:

Front yard structure setbacks, including side yards abutting a street

e A minimum of 30-feet, but not more than 40-feet as measured from the property line, for all
local and collector streets;

e Where the dwellings on adjacent properties exceed the minimum front setback by more
than 10-fect, the structure setback is determined by average of the setbacks of the two
adjacent dwellings, then adding and subtracting 10-feet to identify the required front yard
setback range on the subject property; and

o A minimum of 40-feet from arterial roads.

The Development Code does allow certain structural elements or features to encroach into the
required front and side yard. Examples of these improvements a 2-foot cantilevered area or bay
window and 5- by 7-foot unenclosed stoops or covered landings. These encroachments would still
be permitted with the proposed amendments, therefore, there may be some structure features that
are set closer to the front or side property line than the main structure. A complete list of permitted
encroachments is listed in the attached text.

PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENTS

1. Reduce the minimum front vard setback required for structures from 30 feet to 25 feet, as
measured from the front property line.

The proposed 25-foot minimum front setback has been applied to many developments, including
newer subdivisions (Snail Lake Landing and Whispering Pines). Several older developments also
have a 25-foot or less front setback, including the Villas of North Point, Willow Creek, Willow
Glen, Heather Ridge and Turtle Lake Hills.

Applying this flexibility throughout all residential neighborhoods should not have a negative effect
on neighborhood character since the general alignment of dwellings along the street would be
maintained. Exceptions to the setback with the *plus or minus 10-feet’ rule results in a general
structure alignment that is retained with the proposed regulations. Reducing the front setback to a
25-foot minimum should still result in a general alignment, with dwellings aligned within the 20-
toot front setback range that is now developed in the City. In many areas of the City dwellings have
been developed with uniform front setbacks of 30-feet, and the 5-foot front setback reduction would
therefore be in keeping alignment within the intent of the Code. This reduction would apply to

2



Text Amendment - Residential Setbacks
File No. 2433-11-26
March 22, 2013

local and collector streets. No change is proposed for the 40-foot minimum setback that applies
along arterial streets (see Map 5-2 Functional Road Classifications).
In response to comments by Commissioners, the text related to calculating an average setback

2. For parcels abutting a 60-foot right of way of a local road. reduce the required structure setback

to a minimum of 20 feet from the front property line provided the structure is setback a

minimum of 35 feet from the improved road surface.

Right-of-way widths of 60-feet were required for all local roads until the late-1980s. The boulevard
area on these 60-foot ROW is typically 14-16 in depth, compared to the 9-foot boulevard for a street
developed under the current 50-foot ROW standard. The arcas developed with 60-foot ROWs
include neighborhoods where the house style is dominated by split level and ramblers where
flexibility is most important. A further front setback reduction would increase flexibility for
homeowners, while achieving the same visual setback from the developed street curb as a 25-foot
setback on a 50-foot wide ROW. This would position any alterations 10-feet in front of adjacent
houses developed with the minimum 35-foot setback from the front lot line. This reduction would
apply to only to local streets, and not to collector roads which have a different function and have a
more fully developed ROW than local streets.

3. Allow a building addition or alteration to maintain an existing side vard structure sctback
which is less than the required 10-foot minimum structure setback, provided the alteration is

setback a minimum of 5 feet and is a single story.

Until about 1970, City Code permitted a minimum 5-foot side setback for living area. As a result
there are older dwellings that have a side yard setback less than the current 10-foot minimum. The
proposed text mimics the provisions currently applicable only to substandard riparian lots, where an
existing side setback of at least 5 feet can be maintained for a single story alteration or addition. In
response to comments by the Commissioners, the text has been revised to limit the ceiling height for
such expansions to 9-feet or less.

PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

The Commission reviewed the proposed amendments at the February 26™ workshop. The
Commission was supportive of the changes to provide some flexibility for property owners who
want to improve their homes and reinvest in the property and neighborhood. The discussion did
address building height and impact on adjoining properties when a structure is closer to the side lot
line.



Text Amendment - Residential Setbacks
File No. 2433-11-26
March 22, 2013

RECOMMENDATION

The Staff is presenting text amendments that relax certain front and side yard setback standards for
properties in the residential districts. The intent of these changes is to provide flexibility to property
owners who want to or need to add onto and improve their homes but may not be able to do so due
to the placement of the home on the property and floor layout. The proposed amendment - is
addresses concerns previous{af raised by Commission members and is consistent with the direction
received at the February 26~ workshop. The Staff is asking the Commission to hold the public
hearing, review the proposed text amendment and recommend approval to the Council.

T:/2011 pefi2433-11-26 text amend — setbacks03-20-2013 pe report.doc






























PROPOSED MOTION

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER

To recommend the City Council approve the text amendment to Chapter 200 of the Municipal
Code, pertaining to setbacks in Residential Districts. The amendments relax setback standards
for dwellings and are intended to promote reinvestment in the City’s housing stock.

VOTE:
AYES:
NAYS:

Regular Planning Commission Meeting — March 26, 2013

tipef 2011'2433-11-26residential setbacks text amendmentipemotion



	PCAgenda03-26-13.pdf
	pcMinutes 1-29-13
	pc wkpMinutes 2-26-13
	4A 5385 CarlsonRd-Vest
	4B 3495 VictoriaSt Odilia
	4C 169 BridgeWing
	4D 5910 Lexington WillowCreek
	4E 3592 Lexington-lawrenceSign
	4F SetBack 

