AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
CITY OF SHOREVIEW

DATE: JUNE 25, 2013
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: SHOREVIEW CITY HALL
LOCATION: 4600 NORTH VICTORIA
. CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Brief Description of Meeting Process — Chair Steve Solomonson
May 28, 2013

. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS
Meeting Date: June 3, 2013 and June 17, 2013

. NEW BUSINESS

A. VARIANCE
FILE NO: 2487-13-14
APPLICANT: Tim & Theresa Gedig
ADDRESS: 4305 Brigadoon Drive

B. VARIANCE
FILE NO: 2488-13-15
APPLICANT: Kevin Stoss / Montserrat Torremorell
ADDRESS: 226 Owasso Lane East

C. PLANNED UNT DEVELOPMENT - CONCEPT STAGE
FILE NO: 2489-13-16
APPLICANT: 4785 Hodgson Road, 506 Tanglewood Drive
ADDRESS: Ruth Kozlack /United Properties Residential, LLC/Zerr

OLD BUSINESS

A. COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN
FILE NO: 2479-13-06
APPLICANT: Lawrence Signs / Northern Tier Retail
ADDRESS: 3592 Lexington Avenue



Planning Commission Meeting
June 25, 2013

6. MISCELLANEOUS

A. City Council Meeting Assignments for July 1, 2013 and July 15, 2013
Planning Commissioners Proud and

B. Planning Commission July 231 meeting - changed to Tuesday, August 6, 2013
C. Scheduled Planning Commission Workshops

-July 1 6™ Stormwater Management with the Environmental Quality Committee
- August 27"~ after the regular meeting.

7. ADJOURNMENT



SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
May 28, 2013

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Solomonson called the May 28, 2013 Shoreview Planning Commission meeting to order at
7:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

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

Commissioner Wenner was absent.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Schumer to approve the
May 28, 2013 Planning Commission meeting agenda as submitted.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to approve the
April 23, 2013 Planning Commission workshop meeting minutes, as
submitted.
VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to approve the
April 30, 2013 Planning Commission workshop meeting minutes, as
submitted.
VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS:

City Planner Kathleen Nordine reported that the City Council has approved the following, as
recommended by the Planning Commission:

« Site and Building Plan Review for St. Odilia Church for a Cemetery/Columbarium
» Text Amendment for Residential Setback Regulations

 Conditional Use Permit for Thomas and Linda Ritchie, 5186 Lexington Avenue
 Conditional Use Permit for Michael Keane, 5345 Hodgson Road



NEW BUSINESS

PUBLIC HEARING - PRELIMINARY PLAT/PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMEMT
DEVELOPMENT STAGE

FILE NO.: 2485-13-12
APPLICANT: TARGET CORPORATION
LOCATION: 3800 LEXINGTON AVENUE

Commissioner McCool stated that due to his current business association with Target, he would
recuse himself from this discussion and will not vote on this matter.

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Nordine

The application is for a preliminary plat to divide the parcel from two parcels into three parcels.
As aresult of the changes to the plat, an amendment to the PUD is required. Lot 1 would be
SuperTarget and parking; Lot 2 would be parking for future retail development; Outlot A is a
storm water pond. The application complies with C1 District standards and the Subdivision
Code. Easements will be required for storm water infrastructure. Additional easements will be
required for Lexington, Red Fox Road and the South Access Road. Other existing easements
will be vacated with the Final Plat. Outlot A would be conveyed to the City to use for the Red
Fox Road improvements. There is shared access between Lots 1 and 2. Should future
development occur on Lot 2, an easement agreement would be needed for shared access.

With subdivision of Lot 2, Target parking spaces are reduced from 855 to 765. Parking required
is 806 stalls based on the square footage of the building. Target has done a parking analysis and
indicated that at peak use, 544 stalls are needed. An exception to parking standards is allowed
by Code. Staff believes Target’s parking analysis is sufficient to allow flexibility from the
requirement.

There is a freestanding sign on Lot 2. Once the subdivision takes place, the sign becomes an off-
site sign, which is not allowed. Target has requested the sign remain, which would require a sign
easement agreement between Lots 1 and 2. The sign could be shared with another user of Lot 2.

There is no change to impervious surface coverage. However, with the new plat, impervious
surface is redistributed. The current PUD requires Target to remove snow from Red Fox Road.
As Red Fox Road is maintained by the City, Target seeks release from snow removal.

The hours of operation are limited to 7:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. Target seeks release from that
restriction to meet current market demand. Truck deliveries are prohibited from 12:00 a.m. to
5:00 a.m. Target also seeks flexibility with this restriction. The time restrictions for operations
and truck deliveries were included in the PUD in response to Island Lake residents’ concerns
about noise. In 2000, the truck delivery bays were moved from the south side of the building to
the north side. Comments from Island Lake residents to this proposal state that they do hear
truck delivery noise. Staff recommends easing of hours of operations but retaining truck
delivery restrictions.



Property owners were notified beyond 350 feet to include the Island Lake neighborhood. Aside
from noise, concerns were also expressed about traffic at the intersection of the South Access
Road and Lexington and the future use of Lot 2. There is a Ramsey County Park site to the east
of the site. Ramsey County expressed no concerns with this application.

Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to
the City Council. Modifications to the PUD are reasonable regarding lifting restrictions on hours
of operation and snow removal.

Commissioner Ferrington stated that for the flexibility and modifications requested, she would
like to see use of pervious surface on Lot 1, which will become 90% impervious surface.
Further, she would like to see added landscaping that is required to be maintained. She would
also like to see bike racks provided.

Chair Solomonson expressed concern about the reduction of parking stalls for Target and the fact
that what is developed on Lot 2 is an unknown and how it would impact parking. Ms. Nordine
stated that there is shared access with Lot 2, and potentially there could be a parking agreement
between the two parcels.

City Attorney Kelly stated that proper notification has been given for the public hearing at this
meeting.

Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing.

Mr. John Dietrich, Senior Development, Target Corporation, stated that Target supports and
accepts the recommendations of staff on this proposal. Delivery restrictions were requested to be
lifted, as the development across Red Fox Road has no restrictions. However, due to the
comments expressed, Target is willing to continue complying with the restrictions. There is no
plan to change hours of operation, but restrictions are requested to be lifted, so that hours can be
expanded during holidays. There is no plan to change the impervious surface. The landscaping
around the pond is owned by Target. In order to use the pond for runoff from other properties
than Target, it was decided that the best option would be to make it a public storm water pond.
When Lot 2 develops, he anticipates added green aisles. Target’s nationwide standard for
parking is four stalls per 1000 square feet of building area. Rather than a ratio of parking, Target
has analyzed the number of customers per car to make the site efficient. He is confident that the
765 parking stalls are sufficient for the site. Bicycle racks are available on the site. A new
sidewalk will be put in with the Red Fox Road improvements. Landscaping will be done
according to staff requirements. Trucks are encouraged to access the site from Red Fox Road,
although it is a sharp turn. Access is easier from the South Access Road.

There were no further comments or questions from the public.

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

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
3



MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Proud to recommend the

City Council approve the preliminary plat and amendment to the planned unit
development stage applications submitted by Target Corporation, 3800 Lexington
Avenue. Said approval is subject to the following:

Preliminary Plat

1.

The Final Plat shall include a sidewalk easement along Red Fox Road and public drainage
and utility easements as required by the Public Works Director.

The applicant shall apply for a Vacation, to vacate the existing easements that are no longer
required as part of the development site. The Vacation Application shall be submitted
concurrently with the Final Plat.

The applicant shall execute an agreement between the Lots 1 and 2 addressing the shared
driveway, access, signage and maintenance. 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 shall be submitted to the City prior
to the issuance of a building permit on Lot 2.

Outlot A shall be conveyed to the City.

A sign easement that encumbers the existing Target Sign on Lot 2 shall be conveyed and
benefit Lot 1. This easement shall be submitted to the City Attorney for review and approval
prior to the release of the Final Plat for recording.

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

Planned Unit Development — Amendment

This PUD amendment replaces the previous PUD approvals from 1989, 1990 and 2000.

A Development Agreement shall be executed and shall include applicable provisions from
the previous PUD approvals referenced in Condition No. 1 above as well as any requirements
associated with this PUD amendment.

The applicant shall execute an agreement between the Lots 1 and 2 addressing the shared
driveway, access, signage and maintenance. Said agreements shall be submitted to the City
Attorney for review and approval prior to the City’s review of the Final Stage PUD plans and
Final Plat.

Development on Lot 2 shall require an amendment to this Planned Unit Development.

Target agrees to work with the City on developing a landscape plan that addresses
landscaping within the landscape islands where trees have died and have been removed. Said
plan shall be submitted with the Final PUD application.

Truck traffic to Lot 1 shall be prohibited between the hours of 12:00 am and 5:00 am with the
exception of trailer drop-offs.

An exception to the City’s minimum parking requirements is approved as part of this PUD.
As indicated in the submittal, 765 stalls shall be provided on Lot 1 for the SuperTarget Retail
store.

The existing freestanding sign on Lexington Avenue identifying the SuperTarget store may
remain provided a sign easement is conveyed to and benefits Lot 1. It is the City’s
preference that this sign be shared with the future use of Lot 2.
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9. The existing condition limiting the retail hours of the SuperTarget Store from 7:00 am to
12:00 am shall be lifted with this approval.

10. Target is released from the responsibility imposed with the 1989 PUD requiring snow
removal on Red Fox Road as this road is plowed and maintained by the City of Shoreview.
Target shall continue to be responsible for the removal of snow on the South Access Road
until such time the City takes over snow plowing on said road.

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1. The proposed land use is consistent with the designated commercial land use in the
Comprehensive Plan.

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

3. The subdivision of the property benefits the City, as the Outlot A will be conveyed to the
City for stormwater ponding associated with the Red Fox Road construction project.

VOTE: Ayes -5 Nays - 0 Recusal - 1 (McCool)



WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION PERMIT

FILE NO.: 2484-13-11
APPLICANT: VERIZON WIRELESS, LLC/BUELL CONSULTING, INC.
LOCATION: 4344 HODGSON ROAD (SITZER PARK)

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick

A permit application has been submitted for a 75-foot monopole at the northwest corner of the
hockey rink in Sitzer Park. An equipment shelter of 12 feet by 20 feet is also proposed with an
exterior to match the park pavilion. The hockey rink lights will be mounted on the monopole,
which will replace a light standard. The proposed monopole will have a 36-inch base that tapers
to approximately 28 inches at the top. Antennas will be inside and not visible.

In 2008, the park was rezoned from TOD-1, which allows a 60-foot tower, to TOD-2, which
allows a 75-foot tower. T-Mobile then built a tower at the southeast corner of the hockey rink.
In 2010, approval was granted to Clearwire Legacy to replace the light standard at the northwest
corner of the hockey rink with a 75-foot monopole, but it was not built.

Sitzer Park is in the R1 Detached Residential zoning district with Telecommunications Overlay
District (TOD-2). Surrounding land uses are detached single family residential with the
exception of a church to the south. The setback of the monopole would be 120 feet from the
west property line, 150 feet from the north property line and over 240 feet from the nearest
residence. All setbacks exceed the height of the monopole as required. The monopole is not
designed for collocation of a second carrier due to RF interference. The Acting Park and
Recreation Director suggests the shelter be located on the west side of the rink with the
monopole and shelter surrounded by turf. Verizon is revising its plan to comply. Black Hills
Spruce trees are also suggested to extend an existing line of conifers along Hodgson Road to help
screen the new monopole. Verizon is developing a landscape plan.

The City’s consultant, OWL Engineering, has reviewed the proposal and finds it complies with
FCC requirements and RF emissions. FAA requires no lighting.

Notice was sent to property owners within 350 feet. Two comments were received expressing
concern about landscaping as the park has just been renovated. Two comments were received
approving the increased and improved Verizon coverage. Staff is recommending approval.

Chair Solomonson asked if another tower would be allowed on this site, if collocation is not
possible. Mr. Warwick explained that the antenna arrays have to be stacked and cannot be
located at the same height. Because of tree interference, collocation would not be possible.
Code states that only one tower can be located on a site with the exception that the City reserves
the right to allow more towers on a site on a case-by-case basis.

Chair Solomonson asked if another design would allow collocation to prevent a request for a
third pole. Mr. Warwick stated that height is the limiting factor. The design could allow
expansion on the top for future capacity. Code allows a 20% increase in height when there is
interference.



Commissioner Ferrington stated that she would hesitate to approve a pole that would reach 90
feet for another carrier, as neighbors have not had an opportunity to comment on such a plan.

Mr. Paul Harrington, Buell Consulting, Representative for Verizon, stated that Verizon has no
problem accommodating the conditions in the staff report. He explained that for collocation to
take place antennas would be attached to the pole as extended arms rather than shrouded within
the tower. A larger circumference tower would be needed for collocation to function.
Collocation was discussed with the 2008 application, when it was decided to use a stealth design
that makes the tower less obtrusive.

Commissioner Solomonson asked for further information on the equipment building. Mr.
Harrington stated that the building is approximately 7 feet in height. It will contain a HVAC
system and batteries and a connector for a generator. A generator will not be located on the site.

Commissioner Schumer noted that photos in the report do not accurately show the height of the
equipment building. Mr. Harrington agreed to provide them.

Mr. Garrett Lysiak, OWL Engineering, 5448 Hamline Avenue, stated that there is no RF
interference. There is a signal coverage problem. This proposal solves the problem. More sites
are needed because of the need for increased capacity. The City has to make a decision between
collocation and stealth.

Stealth requires COAX cables in the center of the pole. To allow collocation, a bigger pole
design would be required. Cities have to decide on larger stealth towers or more towers. If
collocation is going to be required, the design must be amended at this point. Expansion cannot
be added once a stealth pole is built for one provider. No technology interference from the other
tower is anticipated. There is no RF emission problem for the hockey rink from the proposed
antennas.

Commissioner Proud asked if COAX cable can be replaced with fiber or more expensive
technology. Mr. Lysiak stated that he has only seen one system using fiber. There is not a
more expensive technology that will more easily provide collocation accommodation. The next
technical issue will be capacity, which will require more towers. Proving a need because of
capacity is very subjective, and ordinances need to be in place to address this issue.

Chair Solomonson requested that the Shoreview Code be reviewed to address provider capacity.
This is a small park, and he has concerns that more applications will be made for this site.

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to
recommend the City Council approve the wireless Telecommunications Facility
Permit application submitted by Buell Consulting on behalf of Verizon Wireless
LLC for property located at 4344 Hodgson Road. Said approval is subject to the
following:



10.

11.

The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the
Wireless Telecommunications Facility Permit application. Any significant changes to
these plans, as determined by the City Planner, will require review and approval by the
Planning Commission.

This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work
has not begun on the project.

This approval is contingent upon the City Council authorizing the lease with Verizon
Wireless LLC, including the 20 by 40 foot monopole and equipment lease area, and
easements for access and utilities. These easements shall be non-exclusive.

The plan shall be revised so that the lease area and shelter are located at the NW corner of
the hockey rink. The monopole location shall approximate the location of the existing
light standard, and the shelter shall be south of the monopole oriented along a north-south
axis.

The monopole height, including antennae, shall not exceed 75-feet above existing ground
level.

The conduit from the equipment cabinet to the monopole shall be routed underground.
The site is subject to confirmation that RF emissions conform to FCC requirements.
Verizon shall notify the City when the system is installed, prior to operation. A City
selected RF engineer shall be provided access to the site to test RF emissions.

A landscape plan shall be submitted that includes conifers along the west park boundary
and screening for the shelter when viewed from the north, subject to approval of the
Building and Ground Superintendent. A landscape surety shall be submitted to insure the
installation of the landscape materials.

Upon completion of construction of the WTF, vehicle access for normal maintenance
shall be limited to the parking area, unless otherwise approved by the Building and
Grounds Superintendent.

A permanent emergency power generator shall not be installed on the site. Temporary
emergency power generation shall occur on-site only after power outages of 4 or more
hours. Verizon shall notify the City if emergency power is needed to operate the
Wireless Telecommunications Facility.

The applicant shall enter into a Wireless Telecommunications Facility Agreement with
the City.

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1.

The proposed WTF with a height of 75-feet is consistent with the goals and policies of
the Comprehensive Plan, and the requirements of the Development Code for a WTF.

2. The ‘stealth” monopole design, separation from residential uses and equipment shelter
design aid to reduce the visual impact of the monopole and wireless equipment.

3. The redevelopment will not have a significant adverse impact on the City park or
surrounding residential property.

Discussion:

Commissioner McCool offered an amendment to condition No. 4 at the end of the first sentence
to add, “and the ground lease area features turf surface, as recommended by the Acting Park and
Recreation Director.”
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Commissioners Ferrington and Thompson accepted the amendment.

Chair Solomonson requested staff to schedule a discussion of stealth v. collocation and capacity
in a workshop session.

VOTE: Ayes -5 Nays - 1 (Solomonson)



SITE AND BUILDING PLAN REVIEW

FILE NO.: 2486-13-13
APPLICANT: RJ MARCO CONSTRUCTION, INC./NEWVESCO, LLC
LOCATION: 577 SHOREVIEW PARK ROAD

Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Nordine

The application is to construct a 5,500 square foot addition onto the south side of the existing
structure at 577 Shoreview Park Road. The property is vacant. Allied Electric would be the new
occupant. Currently, the property is developed with a 9,240 square foot office/warehouse
building. The parking area would be expanded; the storage area will be reconfigured, and storm
water facilities will be added with infiltration basin and holding pond. The property consists of
approximately 2 acres. It is located in the I, Industrial zone and surrounded by other industry
and the PUD of Deluxe Campus.

The storage area was allowed south of the building under a Conditional Use Permit in 1998. The
configuration will change with the building addition, but the storage area size will not change.
The Conditional Use Permit will remain in effect with approval of this application with the
exception that the temporary storage containers must be removed immediately. Parking for 16
stalls is planned. Code requires 25 stalls. Proof of parking for 29 stalls will be provided.
Impervious surface coverage is 50%, less than the allowed 75%. Black Hill Spruces are
recommended in landscape screening. Wall finishes will match the existing building.

Notices were sent to property owners within 350 feet. One comment was received in support of
the proposal. The Building Official has noted that a fire suppression system is required. Staff
recommends approval, as the plan is consistent with the City’s Development Code.

Commissioner McCool clarified that the new plan will cover requirements of maintained
landscaping under the Conditional Use Permit. He asked the number of employees, as the
required parking is not being provided. Ms. Nordine stated that there are nine employees, and
four work off-site. Commissioner McCool requested that parking be revisited automatically if
there is a change in use.

Commissioner Ferrington stated that suggested adding a specific requirement that landscaping be
maintained.

Mr. Paul Noland, RJ Marco Construction, stated that the storage containers will be removed.

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Proud to recommend the
City Council approve the Site and Building Plan review application submitted by
RJ Marco Construction, Inc. on behalf of Newvessco, LLC for a building addition
at 577 Shoreview Park Road. Said approval is subject to the following with the
addition to condition No. 3 that, “The Site Development Agreement shall address
construction of additional parking spaces and proof of parking area upon change
of the use of the parcel.
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1. This approval permits the construction of a 5,500 square foot addition onto the existing
building at 577 Shoreview Park Road. The addition shall be used as warehouse.

2. Approval of the final grading, drainage, utility, and erosion control plans by the Public
Works Director, prior to the issuance of a building permit for this project.

3. The applicant is required to enter into a Site Development Agreement and Erosion Control
Agreement with the City. Said agreements shall be executed prior to the issuance of any
permits for this project.

4. The items identified in the memo from the City Engineer must be addressed prior to the
issuance of a building permit.

5. The landscape plan shall be revised by replacing the proposed Colorado Spruce with Black
Hills Spruce.

6. The location and area of the outside storage area may be revised pursuant to the approved
plans. Conditions identified in Resolution 98-49, the conditional use permit for this storage
area, with the exception of Condition No. 1, shall remain in effect.

7. The existing semi-trailers and temporary storage shelter shall be removed immediately.

8. The Building Official is authorized to issue a building permit for the project, upon
satisfaction of the conditions above.

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1. The proposed land use is consistent with the designated industrial land use in the
Comprehensive Plan.

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

3. The proposed improvements will not conflict with or impede the planned use of adjoining

property.
Discussion:
Commissioner Ferrington offered an amendment to condition No. 5 that, “Plants shall be
maintained or replaced if they die or become unhealthy.” Commissioner McCool accepted this

language as part of the motion.

Commissioner Schumer stated that with occupancy, he believes the landscaping will be
maintained and questioned adding an amendment about plants becoming unhealthy.

Commissioner Ferrington agreed and removed “or become unhealthy” from her amendment.
Commissioners McCool and Proud accepted the changed amendment.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0

Chair Solomonson called a five-minute break and then reconvened the meeting.
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MISCELLANEOUS

City Council Meetings
Commissioner Thompson and Chair Solomonson will respectively attend the June 3rd and June
17th City Council meetings.

Discussion, Text Amendment Message Center Signs

File No. 2420-11-13

The four-month moratorium on message center signs means that the City Council is expecting
review of a text amendment by their August 24th meeting. She suggested an open workshop for
expert consultants to talk to the Planning Commission, Economic Development Commission and
City Council Members. The dates that work would be the weeks of June 10th or June 17th.

A draft amendment would be presented at the Planning Commission meeting on June 25, 2013.
There will be further review by the Economic Development Commission and then the Planning
Commission would hold a public hearing at the July meeting with the amendment going to the
City Council on August 19, 2013.

Commissioner Proud requested that an illumination standard be established that is understood
and then how to enforce it. Ms. Nordine stated that would be addressed at the workshop.

Chair Solomonson emphasized the need to address public safety because of the variable times
used in other cities.

Ms. Nordine outlined the topics to be covered in this amendment:

» Message center signs are allowed for quasi-public uses and standards need to be
defined for the zoning district

 Businesses have to go through a Comprehensive Sign Plan process. Additional criteria
would be added to this process.

« Establish additional standards for message center signs on commercial properties that
are near residential areas

» Address public safety issues

» Amend the purpose and findings section in the sign code

o Address the brightness and lighting issue.

Planning Commission Workshop

The Planning Commission held a workshop meeting at 6:00 p.m. immediately preceeding this
regular meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to adjourn the
meeting at 9:33 p.m.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays - 0
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ATTEST:

Kathleen Nordine
City Planner
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MOTION

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

To approve the variance request submitted by Tim and Teresa Gedig, 4305 Brigadoon Drive, reducing
the minimum 30-foot setback from a rear property line to 27.5 feet to construct an addition onto the
home, subject to the following conditions:

L.

This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work has not
begun on the project. The project shall be completed as identified in the plan submittal. Any
significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, will require review and
approval by the Planning Commission.

To mitigate the visual impact of the addition, landscaping is required along the southern property
line. A landscape plan shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a building permit.

The approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a building
permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be obtained before any
construction activity or site work begins.

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1.

Reasonable Manner. The applicant’s proposal to construct an addition onto the rear building wall
is reasonable. The addition has been designed to minimize the encroachment into the rear yard
with only a small corner of the building located in the setback area. The angle of the addition will
minimize impacts on the adjoining property.

Unique Circumstances. The property is a corner lot and subject to more restrictive setback
standards than interior lots. The angle of the home is unique and when combined with the interior
floor layout of the home, difficulty is created regarding the placement of an addition onto the rear
of the home.

Character of Neighborhood. The proposed setback of the addition will not alter the character of
the neighborhood. A reduction of the required rear yard setback to the 27.5 feet proposed would
have minimal impact on the character of surrounding neighborhood. Due to the angle of the
addition, the majority of the required rear yard will remain open.

VOTE:

AYES:

NAYS:

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
June 25, 2013



File 2487-13-14

Gedig, 4305 Brigadoon Drive

Variance Application

Page 2

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Kathleen Nordine, City Planner

DATE: June 19, 2013

SUBJECT: File No. 2487-13-14, Variance — Gedig, 4305 Brigadoon Drive
REQUEST

Tim and Teresa Gedig submitted a variance application for their property at 4305 Brigadoon Drive.
The Gedigs are proposing to construct an addition onto their home. The proposed two-story addition
will be located on the rear of the home and provide additional living space. The addition is proposed
to be setback 27.5 feet from the rear (south) property line, less than the minimum 30-feet required,
therefore, a variance is needed.

The application was complete June 7, 2013.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property is located on the southwest corner of Brigadoon Drive and Highland Drive. The
lot has an area is about 14,374 square feet and a width of about 99 feet along the front property line
adjacent to Brigadoon Drive. This lot line is considered the front since it is shorter in width than the
lot line adjacent to Highland Drive.

The property is currently developed with a two-story single-family home that has an attached garage
and is angled facing the intersection of Highland Drive and Brigadoon Drive. The home is setback
29.7 feet from Brigadoon Drive right-of-way, 30.5-feet from Highland Drive right-of-way, 15.3 feet
from the interior side line and 48.1 feet from the rear property line.

The existing home has a foundation area of 1,848 square feet, including the attached two car garage.
The Gedig’s are proposing to expand their home by constructing a 548 square addition on the rear of
the home. An existing porch will need to be removed for this addition. The addition is designed as
two stories with a full basement. The first floor of the addition will be used for dining and living
space. The second floor is designed with a loft area. The overall height of the structure is 22 feet as
measured from the ground grade to the peak of the roof. The exterior will be finished with cedar
siding and panels and interlocking roof shingles.

DEVELOPMENT CODE REQUIREMENTS

The property is located in the R1, Detached Residential District. From the street right-of-way,
structures must be setback a minimum of 30 feet; however, if the existing setbacks for the two
adjacent dwellings exceed this requirement, the setback for any new dwelling or new addition shall
be equal to the average setbacks for the two adjacent dwellings, plus or minus 10 feet A minimum



File 2487-13-14

Gedig, 4305 Brigadoon Drive
Variance Application

Page 3

10-foot structure setback is required for living area from a side property line. For garages, a
minimum 5-foot setback from a side lot line is required.

Variance Criteria

When considering a variance request, the Commission must determine whether the ordinance causes
the property owner practical difficulty and find that granting the variance is in keeping with the spirit
and intent of the Comprehensive Plan and Development Ordinance. Practical difficulty is defined as:

1. Reasonable Manner. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable
manner not permitted by the Shoreview Development Regulations.

2. Unique Circumstances. The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to
the property not created by the property owner.

3. Character of Neighborhood. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood.

The applicants state that the proposed addition will improve their quality of life by providing
additional living, entertaining and office space. The structure has been designed to minimize
intrusion into the setback area and will not detract from the aesthetics of the property. Other options
were considered, however, these options were not feasible for a variety of reasons. The property is a
comer lot and the angle of the home impacts the size of any addition located on the rear of the
building. The character of the neighborhood will not be impacted since only a corner encroaches into
the setback and there would be ample space between the addition and the neighboring home to the
south. Please see the attached statement

STAFF REVIEW

The staff has reviewed the proposal in terms of the Comprehensive Plan, Development Ordinance
requirements and variance criteria.

The continued use of the property as single family residential complies with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Chapter, which guides use of this area for low density (0 to 4
units/acre) residential development. The proposed project will not result in a change in land use
density or alteration of existing development patterns. Staff finds the project in keeping with the
policies outlined in the Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed addition has been designed to meet the needs of the property owners while minimizing
the intrusion into the required 30-foot rear yard setback. In staff’s opinion, there is justification for
the variance based on site characteristics. The following summarizes staff’s conclusion in relation to
the variance criteria.

1. Reasonable Manner. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner
not permitted by the Shoreview Development Regulations. The intent of the proposed expansion is
to provide additional living, dining, entertaining and office space to improve the functionality of
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the home for the property owners. Proposing an addition onto the rear of the home is reasonable.
The angle of the home and interior floor layout presents some difficulty with the placement of an
addition onto the rear of the home.

Unique Circumstances. The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to the
property not created by the property owner. The angle of the home on the property is a unique
circumstance that was not created by the property owner. The addition could be constructed
without the need for a variance if the home was placed parallel to the front property line at the
minimum building setback. This angle results in a small 2.5-foot encroachment into the rear yard
setback and only the corner of the addition encroaches. Shifting the addition to the west is
problematic because of the existing floor plan.

Character of Neighborhood. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood. The proposed setback of the addition will not alter the character of the
neighborhood. The encroachment into the rear yard setback is minimal at 2.5” and only includes

a corner of the building; therefore, the majority of the required rear yard will remain open.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Property owners within 150 feet of the parcel were notified of this request. Written comments in
support have been received. One phone call from a resident was also received who expressed some
concern about the proposal due to the proximity to the rear property line.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The application has been reviewed in accordance with the Development Code standards and variance
criteria. The angle of the home on the property, when combined with the required setbacks for a
comer lot presents some difficulty for the property owner to expand the house towards the rear of the
property. Staff does believe practical difficulty is present and is recommending the Commission
adopt Resolution 13-57 approving the variance subject to the following conditions:

1.

This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work has not
begun on the project. The project shall be completed as identified in the plan submittal. Any
significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, will require review and
approval by the Planning Commission.

To mitigate the visual impact of the addition, landscaping is required along the southern property
line. A landscape plan shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a building permit.

The approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a building
permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be obtained before any
construction activity or site work begins.

Attachments
1) Aerial Location Map
2) Resolution No. 13-57
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3) Written Statement of Justification and Submitted plans
4) Request for Comment
5) Proposed Motion

t:/pcf 2013/2487-13-14gedig/pereport



EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION OF SHOREVIEW, MINNESOTA
HELD JUNE 25, 2013

* * * * * * * * & * * * *

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of
Shoreview, Minnesota was duly called and held at the Shoreview City Hall in said City at 7:00
PM.

The following members were present:
And the following members were absent:

Member introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption.

RESOLUTION NO. 13-57 FOR A VARIANCE TO REDUCE THE REAR YARD
SETBACK FOR AN ADDITION

WHEREAS, Tim and Teresa Gedig, submitted a variance application for the following described
property:

Lot 3, Block 4, Brigadoon Plat Three
(commonly known as 4305 Brigadoon Drive)

WHEREAS, the Development Regulations establish a minimum building setback of 30 feet from
a rear property line for a residential dwelling unit; and

WHEREAS, the applicants are proposing to remove an existing porch and construct a 548 square
foot addition onto the rear of the existing home; and
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WHEREAS, the proposed addition will be setback 27.5 feet from the rear property line
encroaching into the minimum 30-foot setback required; and

WHEREAS, the Shoreview Planning Commission is authorized by State Law and the City of
Shoreview Development Regulations to make final decisions on variance requests.

WHEREAS, on June 25, 2013 the Shoreview Planning Commission made the following findings
of fact:

L

Reasonable Manner. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable
manner not permitted by the Shoreview Development Regulations.

The applicant’s proposal to construct an addition onto the rear building wall is reasonable.
The addition has been designed to minimize the encroachment into the rear yard with only a
small corner of the building located in the setback area. The angle of the addition will
minimize impacts on the adjoining property.

Unique Circumstances. The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to
the property not created by the property owner.

The property is a corner lot and subject to more restrictive setback standards than interior
lots. The angle of the home is unique and when combined with the interior floor layout of
the home, difficulty is created regarding the placement of an addition onto the rear of the
home.

Character of Neighborhood. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character
of the neighborhood.

A reduction of the required rear yard setback to the 27.5 feet proposed will have minimal
impact on the character of surrounding neighborhood. The parcel does exceed the minimum
lot area required for the R1 district. Due to the angle of the addition, the majority of the
required rear yard will remain open.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SHOREVIEW PLANNING
COMMISSION, that the variance request for property described above, 5186 Lexington Avenue,
be approved, subject to the following conditions:

1.

This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work has
not begun on the project. The project shall be completed as identified in the plan submittal.
Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, will require
review and approval by the Planning Commission.

To mitigate the visual impact of the addition, landscaping is required along the southern
property line. A landscape plan shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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3. The approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a building
permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be obtained before
any construction activity or site work begins.

The motion was duly seconded by Member and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following
voted in favor thereof:
And the following voted against the same:

Adopted this 25th day of June, 2013

Steve Solomonson, Chair

Shoreview Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Kathleen Nordine, City Planner

ACCEPTANCE OF CONDITIONS:

Tim Gedig, 4305 Brigadoon Drive

Teresa Gedig, 4305 Brigadoon Drive
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STATE OF MINNESOTA)

)
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

CITY OF SHOREVIEW g

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Manager of the City of Shoreview
of Ramsey County, Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and
foregoing extract of minutes of a meeting of said City of Shoreview Planning Commission held

on the 25™ day of June, 2013 with the original thereof on file in my office and the same is a full,

true and complete transcript therefrom insofar as the same relates to adopting Resolution 13-57.

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

Shoreview, Minnesota, this 25th day of June 25, 2013.

Terry C. Schwerm
City Manager

SEAL
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Variance Request— 4305 Brigadoon Drive, Shoreview, MIN 55126
Statement of Justification

Filing Requirements — Item 3
The variance request shall comply with the purpose and intent provisions of City Code
Section 201.010 and with the policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

(a) Section 201.010 Compliance

(A)To maintain the high quality of life within the community by promoting investment and re-investment in the
community.

The addition obviously constitutes a major reinvestment in our property and the community. The addition improves our
quality of life by adding living and entertaining space as well as adding an office space to enhance my working conditions
when working from home.

(B) To provide opportunities for reuse, reinvestment and redevelopment that increases the City’s employment and
service base.

My wife works exclusively from home as a graphic designer, and I work from home when not travelling on business as
well as managing 2 rental properties and the financials for the graphic design business. The added office will make it
easier lo generate income in the community and may provide for added jobs as my rental business expands.

(C) To preserve and protect the City’s natural resources through standards that promote sustainable land use and
development.

The runoff from the hard surface added by the roof will be captured in a rain garden on the Southeast corner of the lot
(see rough layout and images).

(D) To stabilize and improve existing land uses, commercial and business centers, neighborhoods, and property
values by minimizing conflicts, harmonious influences and harmful intrusion.

We feel that the minimal intrusion into the setback will not detract from the aesthetics of our lot, and in fact is required

for the addition to look natural. The window locations are designed to provide lots of light while maximizing privacy for
us and our immediate neighbors. Any addition runoff will be directed to the planned rain garden. We have discussed our
plans with most of our immediate neighbors, including the Kellers who are adjacent to the lot line in question, and all are
fine with the location of the addition.

(E) To ensure that public and private lands ultimately are used for the purposes which are most appropriate and
most beneficial for the City as a whole.

Other than the loft office, the addition is purely residential as is fitting with the location.

(F) To balance the demand for support services with the ability of the City to efficiently utilize and/or expand the
existing utilities, streets, etc.

The addition will generate no additional need for services and does not infringe on any utility easements.

(G) To establish development patterns which encourage suitable density transitions from the less intense areas to
those of higher intensity and prevent undue concentrations of population.

The addition will not change population density other than freeing up a spare bedroom that is currently used for office.
(H) To protect all districts from excessive noise, illumination, unsightliness, odors, dust, dirt, smoke, vibration,
heat, glare and other objectionable influences.

As stated, the windows are designed to maximize privacy. The only added exterior lighting will be muted can lights that
shine directly on the patio area on the West side. They will not be visible by neighbors.

(I) To provide a mechanism to safeguard a property owner's desire for and investment in, alternative energy
sources, be they active or passive.

While the single angle roof would probably be ideal for solar panels, none are planned until costs come down.

(J) To stage development and redevelopment in a manner that coincides with the availability of public services.
No additional public services will be required

(K) To provide housing choice by permitting a variety of housing types, costs and ownership options.

Our current property is based on a modern A-frame design. We have spent a lot of effort and time to come up with a
design that complements the structure without looking like an afterthought.

(L) To provide for adequate light, pure air, safety, from fire and other danger.

See window design. There are multiple egress points in the structure and we plan on non-flammable siding.



Shoreview Comprehensive Plan Compliance - applicable sections

Land Use

The property is and will remain single family residential

Transportation

The addition will have no effect on transportation other than making one of the bedroom offices available for guests
Economic Development

The addition and/or variance should have no effect on this category

Housing

We feel that this addition will increase the usability, value, and attractiveness of our property, thus increasing the values
of all homes in the neighborhood. The added space keeps our total square footage well within the norm for the
neighborhood, and the design complements the “modern” look of our existing structure. Community Facilities and
Services

We expect to require no additional services from the city

Technology

The addition and/or variance should have no effect on this category

Sanitary Sewer Plan

No plumbing is planned for the addition.

Water Supply Plan

No plumbing is planned for the addition.

Surface Water Mlanagement

Any additional runoff, as well as approxonmtely 25% of current roof runoff, will be captured in the planned rain garden.
The rain garden implementation is already in progress (see photos attached).

Waste Management

The addition and/or variance should have 1no eﬂect on this category

Natural Resources

The rain garden planned in conjunctzon wzth the addition will enfiance the natural resources for the area by introducing
indigenous plants favored by pollinating insects and birds. Plants favored by deer wzll be avozded

Resource Conservation :

The shape of the space, 2x6 wall construction, and SIPS roof panels are all designed to minimize resources need to heat
and cool the structure. Much of the materials in the existing 3-season-porch will be reused in this and other projects.



(b) Practical Difficulties. - The application for a variance shall establish that there are
practical difficulties in complying with the provisions of the Shoreview Development
Regulations.

(¢) “Practical Difficulties” means:

(i) Reasonable Manner. The property owner proposes to use the property in a

reasonable manner not permitted by the Shoreview Development Regulations.

We feel that the design is the best and most attractive way to accomplish our functional objectives. Even with the
additional square footage the property will be well within the normal size for the neighborhood.

(ii) Unique Circumstances. The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to the property not
created by the property owner.

In addition to being located on a corner lot that requires 30’ setbacks on 3 sides instead of the normal 2, our property
was built on an angle on the lot that limited the size of any rear addition. We have looked at any number of options to
avoid needing a variance. We even had a model made to see the options in 3D. Options considered:

Shift the addition forward — If we shifted forward enough to avoid the variance the addition would have obscured
our kitchen window. It also would reduce the size of our patio that we greatly value.

Shorten the addition - We looked at options where the East wall was even with the east wall of the existing
property. That would only work if we reduced the space between the buildings to 3 feet. That would not be enough
space for proper ventilation for the HVAC equipment planned for that space. Also, while it is hard to explain, any
option where those walls were even did not look natural or appealing. The best our architect could say about one
option was “Well, I guess it doesn’t look horrible...”

Cut the corner of the building at an angle — This would change the roof drainage so that part of the water would
pour off the angle. It also would ruin the effect of the high triangular windows. Those were designed to bring in
light while maintaining privacy for both us and the immediate neighbor on the rear. Finally, it would just look
kind of dumb.

Build the addition directly to the South wall of the existing house — The original reason for the separate
structure design was to complement the existing angles on the house and allow us to keep both bathroom windows
Jacing that direction. Because of the A-frame design there are multiple angles including a widening of the soffits
to the peak. After years of considering different roof lines this was the first that seemed to complement the
property rather than look like something that was just stuck on the house. The space between the structures is also
design as a screened location for air conditioners and other utilities (water spigot, cable service, etc.). Besides
screening sound and visibility of the AC units, it provides a shaded area to increase the energy efficiency. Sun
reduces the effectiveness of the cooling coils.

Make the addition narrower — To make the addition narrow enough to fit within the setback we would have had
fo reduce it by approximately 3’ at the current length. That would make it both less atiractive from the exterior
and less usable for our intended purposes.

We strongly feel that the current plan is the minimum size and optimum design that would make the investment
worthwhile.

(iii) Character of Neighborhood. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential

character of the neighborhood.

As we have a prominent position on a corner lot we have always considered the “curb appeal” of any planned addition.
We believe this addition will be an enhancement for the neighborhood. Also, because our immediate neighbor to the rear
is well back of their lot line, and that only a corner of the addition will protrude into the setback, that ample visual space
will be maintained between the properties.

(d) Economic Consideration. Economic considerations alone shall not constitute Practical
Difficulties

Other than a small increase in cost for the cut corner option, economics were not part of the variance considerations.



Rain Garden-In Progress-1

Rain Garden-In Progress-2










24

9t
- AT
“Wvd alis\/

Hidon A

BANd . Nogdwa g

ANp Lbvddodd (bb

: S B i /
I W
/@ Q
: w_ m SILON IVHALONYLS TYHINID o
A , Brvavg)]
=0 NOILDIS ONIgTIiNg 8y wovasas] |
M mlv SNOILYAZ IS LSIM /LSVI /Y
“ w NOILLYAZ™IS HLNOS oY
< 0 NV YD LOE1T N
— . /€004 "AddN Y AN
Z ,@ , NY I T¥OIELD3 1T - :
z 2 /H004 NIVIN £V r |
-m W) NY 1 ONIAYE - 0 |
0 il /NOILLYANNO - 4|
o2 /INIWIASYE 2V R
W < NV IS LY §
m , P o
XEAN L3FHHS | ok y
. T =N Al=Edodd 82/
.o.ﬂn“ﬂ!

EILEL

T3SSIM




. ‘Builuely JoAs poomAld 54 jo do)
h 0 6 suojsuawWIp JOOY 0} 1004 ¢

0} ale ,"14S "0’ L. Pojou aue sbuimelp uo uanl I | )
*8SIMIBUJ0 PajoU SS3(UN 'D'O g 18 SPMIS ¥ X Z aJe suofiued Jouaiy) g

v "SSIMIBUI0
& 530U 883(UN "D'Q 9L Je SPMJS g X Z 8.2 InoyBnouyl sem Jopexy -z
— m/y pel .m%EmEo peleoIpu SsajUn Bullel JO 0.} WOJ USKE) a8
—/.v NNVl Se0dd N/ . SUOISUBLLIP UEd J0US)U} "ISIMISLIO0 PSIEDIPUL JOU §I ‘SPMIS JOLBIXE JO 808}

SE |[aM SE |[EM LIOEPUNO} 8]8JoU0J JO 908) 0] LIa)e) aJe suoisuawp ued i

- _ :5ILON TYHINTO

R

n@=2{

T moraq  deoy N o ; R ] HE oAy el
o - “Hﬁ.u )
ol 2=l /ﬁ; Awaa deox N /“u &anm,\l_oog_llw ) ‘ : Man —
.= A__ : a I . ML“ _ . : _—
3 g ! : _
< . K™ HidoN
= o elalvoliaya v | @ NEPPNN
N PR 3¢ | kil N RSN P Ly | M)
S .V By o} uww || LSIOMT, g MHIvHS SNollodiies | 7K g
e Mw 233 | TN 20,8 NI oW ont 1 e
8 L alll a3t I, GADYdS dnv. SEANIPIHL mva | 3
WH T 1 et [EPNeT & SMaws . o
Ble ] I ol I Tt s il oplc| 9
~ O P B | I | P Onh © e It B ! t
- otC g8t offl g3 W , T - 8 &
~ H C:_ NN wuwm N2 A..f.,.& Hawd el Tenlores . fb/ ) e 3 : .1 \\g
N ; $hem SR . i 3 DNTAw3d =001 Nivid/ ANaWasys
= s ~% . o
‘d'1's »
« M L fmnwbw ; S §
< = T sy | a TANM2 AG- DNIH9 11 Ny SNV 3K
I i) 4] 2] -
s a : i mw mw . | § , . N - RENE=INE
el N ] R I . i ,
3 9 H yrtti &WT :u & /N\lrk\(hu W AL ke Am.fU~ Hd 296 91 )
N . i : - FlBOM dgior & EEETa .
.o v . A aoaa aeed A ] & | o> B, Fdinodd ANaWasvs Ao
G : CrEWIS) k m — z_ SR = g - Yo . mmibh& hﬁiuo e Usixa ,
w ‘ O o @ &l ' .meuwz A ) e P &Huﬂ_ ,u_u d RU ] Jdumn ] .__\ Ldiap
- 2= he 'y 7 i wo=1 WL
= nE” ) TN 2 " i .ﬁ ) (] wb=y
Z 0 SNINd 1de W) == . :
N N - S e , , Asnea Lsitg
= E - ! . : :
o usi%a - T LY .
— - N ot~ R L - . _ )
no| . 88 L W
n 14, ] % : A | o4 S R - ]
9] | 7 ] NN R L] R s N IR N SN NN AN NERNE V_nﬁ :
= T — = — ‘ R G G = EEwm e b amnnaics
=1 < S TR _ : . gl L) i D
V M -+ I LR aimipor M op e L el | _A
- -0 oy o - N i
s - : O B AR CESE NN
~ /wu o & N « Ham L2 _ ;
FR ? p b o3 _ i R Lo
0 o X X i Lo, ot e | NI N
) "mw Mz ® | o sk 20,20 sysar-3 3 |
By 1T [ W »Q | ‘ . _ N
(R = N e B |
e : ¢ i NI
: N 3 I K I - “Then al= de | .
mw v I ile 8 | Powd Axisn W l.m.,,mm " * f
o Sl "3'9 Ok A jEF
491530 iﬂl . i W..m \ A » A WORy A ‘* N L
—a H R S O O oy o Jm\@rl N
ob16-7ar-159 iy . — |- gl i X | 3 »va\I.XiI ZNGNAANTNUNAAN
SUSS N ‘asoy ke : + 1 RS i o e e e e e
anuaAy jsasNeQ gl v _ — = o — CdAL ~IM AWD 2
wosudisapjessam@iiiioy ...uoi!‘ ~ Z..L.? R 7] _\ S F H | , 8
2 i . Q ol
rug SBMM MM s i, A I
plozudlzepizeee _NM T e-g ow ,enm | ah ' il T
» N T EN ) w5
N2I1S3q N A8 deguld
T3ISSIM L ons




) I A .
YVLOSINNIIN ‘MEI/\HHQHS

Traz

IAIECA NOOAVvDldg SOEY

i

R

0616-Vgh-159

UGS NW ‘afjiaasoy
anuaAy 3s2ineQ griL

woougisapfassam@tiay

woouTisap[assammmm

NDis3
T3SSIM

M

s

Tooid N L/
4 Wklogs

‘Buiwel Jaao poomAld 4% Jo doy
0} 218,14 "Q' L, PSJOU aue sBuimelp uo USAIS SUOISUSWIP JOOY 0} J00|4 ¥
"9SIMIBLY0 Palou SSB[UN *0°0 9} JB SPNIS & X 7 8Je suoniled Jousjup g
‘osMIBLI0
pajoLl ss8)un 0" 91 1B SPNIS ¢ X g 81e noybnony sjjem Jousixy 'z
"9SIMISLI0 PajeDIpUl Ssajun Bujlues Jo 808} WO UeYe} a8
Suolsuswip uB|d JOUSIU| "SSIMIBLI0 PAIEDIPU! JOU JI ‘SPNIS J0LBIX8 JO aD.)
SE ([oM SE ||2M LUOHEpUN0} 8]5.0U00 JO 808} O} USYE) 918 SUOSUSWIP Ueld °|

‘S31ON TVH3INI9

Hideon]
GpA0nay A e 470000
NI Lotd laNes Man
AT DR
PN
K

J_OMA_
MOdNIM
T
\ LiNO Hood
| usidE B \
| .

e I

e e T
t i

e

| Bae? —udd

~glaitaires ke

L ud | DdELNe
i lalne g _ﬂmu.m \N\n._maﬂwsmiic FHONS *

=4

3" Wz, LA OO
A9 ¥

dsm

: I ,

| Lua1n ,_
a853534 !

i dordaiXa € v } : ,
o T g

L Gl N

—uANMO h

,\
|
T

Vi ged DA
_\Mbﬁ« ;

_ 24T Jianme Ael SrinKids
AR iR
et
SR oM 2

s

NI

F\u\,oé(.\ 1\*



L4

SOEt

! Lo

‘

Sioz

vi0S3 NNIA ‘M3INFHOHS

ANEHC NOOAvVoIldgE

=

0616-YeP-159

CUSS NN 'ajiansoy
enuaAy jseine it

uoouS|sapjassam@yiiay

WO UTISAP|BSSIMMMM

NOIS3a.
173SSIM

h
«T

Jiiva)

Hixo

pajou sSajun "9°Q 8} 1B SPNIS g X Z 918 JNOyBNOIY} S[Iem JoLDT
"BSIMIBYJ0 PaYEo|pY] SSajun Bulley JO 698} WD UBYE] BJE

suoisuaLWIp Leld JOUBJL| "BSIMIBUIO PEIEDIPU! JOU JI ‘'SPNIS JOLISIXS JO 808}
SE [|oM SE [jem LDREPUNO} S)2I0U05 JO 828} 0} USHE) AIe SUDISUSWUIP ueld

“Bujwey sonro poomAld 24 Jo doy )
o} aJje 14 "Q"L, PAJoU a1e SBUIMEIP UO USAIB SUDISUSWUIP JOO} 0) JOO)] ™
“9SIMIBYO PIJOL SS3JUN 'O 9} 1B SPNIS ¥ X Z &I suofjied Jopsju| -

b

‘S3LON TVHINID

GAAON A BY gl essnas
NolanleNes Man,

USixa FEREEY

"N

LQ
knwxm /w

TN =g w)ad
—Jalavulnley A

eradinedd alalne

b Gpte rolnS g6

LN

A0 HO Lsixg

007 ~adddn \L/

\ﬁ = N
s 1>d

TR 39
al moanIM
AN~ M

L/

‘A=iRy

. [
amime g /-
2l ki
<Sptalaid
umni;
aalNneW
N {gitd
EE R
S -
ainy MMZi
401

i —— ,Valles
Ni«lning




SV

Cjog * 1 AVw

VLOSINNIN ‘MIINIFHOHS
AN NoOAvoldg SOEY

A
- |

Q6L6-7gP-159

£USS NI 'fjlaesoy
3nuaay JsamdyjeQ il

woaruFigepjassam@yiiie)

woauBisap|assammMMm

Nol1sid

135SIM

@

%.\
Ne1Llddy

NETE e

*
| F
| | o) L .
G- .Tfm Josil wask T.enw e ,_jﬂ a5 _;al..r._ P ~__. ,,o-m._u. HJ -
- e T ___ -
: ! 5 | _ _ .
W a,Ld - Drilais b s Laavia y An ®
iztf Qv 09 [LUonS 9 o avis } ®la . |
| ; ...T.ak_é& . ~ : o )
: _ 1L =
B 'uin ¥
— My H :

et T

TIM!.}..\\

mZQ_WMﬂ_M_M {2 AL - TAaY

§ PNV I !

- SulodNIM 1L - MR TANAA —
/ Py e Sl ol _!l




&2 /9

No 1L aaw . Nollwiza 1saM \ L/
> i | e
— N
N | | |
, _ _ |
| | |
LS. _ “ “ BEnol Leira
oo
np P m_.: a.ld
503 el St
NS 5 =
IV 115
3 S ™~
T W ®
L\
-0 % > gk
m. a - .M. g ﬂﬂ. NN— s ~
v _._._ = @\ RN -— h
< T EE 7
[P = I - ! £
m = TNo I AEE Tewd )
M 9 iy L et ey T Nedleay
v A0 prves, 3 i Sars @ —_ H\ﬁll S ﬂﬁ )
- ' e €3y b it
e ) kN | _
: : |
o Q L | S k b |
N Q et SR e J L1 |
, Joy " } ; L} LF
N N a5noH PNILSIAE Tn\m\_ ok f.u\.e\_ g f\_;_.?,ﬁ._
_-_._ G m—— et P
S m T led = Dedkais ( SNMe
@ é ANV QYUY RS J :.._(>._<ne_ L)
e . 1~
4< =T S E
> m ‘ |
~ - :
= - e s == ~
a2 T \s o o i
Conorag | T 2%a1308 e
| et e
| Q — \AJ
\0 HolNIE  oun Lo M
. / — FAIONMS  elaw w_
[\

-

0616-Vgh-159

anusay jse.aEQ ghIL
JorruB[saplessam@LioN

wod uBsap|asIBMMMM

N9IS34d

[

TASSIAM




8v

Ay

i

VLOSANNIA ‘MIAINIHOHS
INIEQ NOOAVoldE SOEY

-

| 0bL6-rghgy |

FUSS NIW ‘BjA3cy |
anuaAy 5e433eQ) gYiL |

wodugisopagsam@niiay

woouBisapjessaM MMM

N9is3q

T3SSIM

2

(3%

d= a-Insd

HANS58dd BEIvM aNnose
INdAgHdd oL daz1 9NILload
L' AN WLV by

Koy

@ 0 anlys | 4
S 9 AUVSE doge |
Mg 46310 24 d .n;\.ﬁ

© Q16 BlagzMNos __\.Tm

Z
Noilzds @Nlana 1/

SrigM (OND FHL lsNiveny 21 . - @
Fals cous e g Mo Leds =octd [NEAWEENE | o oo (I dnem by () N
A gy R - - . : - I
{EJ ﬂmuuﬂﬂ\,mﬂmﬁuwwm\z |- : | . ; ; ‘nEg tdsing HoleW
aodd - NoN D Niged A <O 0 T P ey ANSWdsvg L
A (A NN~ Al | N T * mezzlﬁ - | e R T 'm0 9k D IMa bt - OJ
i - e :
(o1 ) N@LLenS | @l o 2 - e ife IS | . dhi- @s .\a\( ANlUpiivndd
Pl 00 WY a . / R R ET I )
= - - A R ) 7
Y - 21 Imis T i N !
2! A Vuwk R e ~ u.\_.wmwx,ma ~
NOUzZe TP - Mol LeaNriay /\\,\v sovd  BOVHalS ANAWNASVE. R | : MNegze azu,.vq\\ukw_l
Tvoldsl “ 1 gdeh o T T o NS
| L e eiped AN +#
. S x\\ N ,,Sfci“_. ..N e
jmn o T 3 |
- d UL RS P T . 2z
_ T Fri-hghy : /\ P " kﬂr\._r/*l CiPih e IR LT
/ el e W e s e o e PR R . :
SRIVEE 53 SEE , S RN O N e, T
REbeans Clooine % 4 Y - s T T o ] PR AgAz] NivW 7
b)) e (L INSEN T Vel Yk g NS Maan e SamAS Y I /Ol ‘ /,//d.o._a_ ® et ire kb e = Ioewe BalNYd |
12ro Al dﬁ.&m&%ﬂ%&o“w@m\, 0 : datane e Lav4ne E“ ! 1R _ . , ; _ : PN S LXWM_.MAH_«M -
Tid - wd'dlo 2y - = e T.rhm . iy L Sl MvHaoy ~
dhl=Nollza3s TIvM o ]Jl_ oL Th - Sdsier iunnrﬂ R A Tl .meo\\ U -1 T W%LMKWI
. Ot L 1A P BT ARG oA __M . N e # W 1T U |
,_mzj«ﬁ.mw.xw?da ‘. M 12 4 TV ek ViA a2 a0 oo 7 i Mu ~ . S . | ! R @\m\_nw\ﬂwﬁ 3
iy S 3 . =T vy N s
ey iid Tl : No\ioas Hoohd NvR * 7 W TN . H JE Bdtmo Tina
I ERRT) . o ! S T PR [ . . @ [ ; i
N e R . | LS ¢ : ma <wdE
. ! B - WNILNTT <
. A ag e w “ i LstaHE N
BdoTs 005l * o K3 1 3N (e, ! e @R dae S — pEEEe——y
o ) : PR . e NSRS | Vo N ofaixa |
L BN D N - . - i 4
~NIwel af Sd o - F2tng U N pEY ‘ e ) sy v s | sdep [ RN L Pz usi®a_dadow
RN R | : : - S ’ AN ' T @A wadd NS
N o4 PHIAM ' : B WIS
— \,, W . Nx ‘a4 N ma<v
(@
&/
wwod LagHs ¥
Lo LS
Sda Jol ~ENvd gRlvnsdl T Jﬁw.u_.m_ﬁﬂ

wdds TIW o

LNOY IFIHE “33LeA /A0
Sa1eNHS | BNT YA, DN TN

G52 - MO oES  miaod

ARG

A lAd —adno Ni-l1ina\</

“Bvd

RrE x,.mlru“
o

WIUVOL LS
SR

‘Wedg

=

W Aig,
E: o _:\»,\@
W BWN IV

e

o _.G,LJ

wWgAaa 4

: wan T
ehaa awaz o W) L 3N Faol

TINHogH g dachis h

; 1y

i - ST A S T

N ﬁ{i.ﬁiﬁi . anm decd Ls\a

|

W L)

Wdeq

2 wid
sV _mw_rn:.;u.>
— BN HSW

s\ ianet

Sarmpibs ’ tea .w/.‘m\

S Wil







PROPOSED MOTION
TO APPROVE THE VARIANCE
KEVIN STOSS AND MONTSERRAT TORREMORELL
226 OWASSO LANE EAST

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER

To adopt Resolution 13-58 approving the variance permitting and extension of two feet
along the current legal non-conforming setback and the increased total accessory square
footage to 1292. Hardship is present and the proposed project supports the City’s
housing goals regarding reinvestment and neighborhood preservation. Said approval is
subject to the following conditions:

1.

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

This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and
work has not begun on the project.

This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a
building permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be
obtained before any construction activity begins.

This approval is based on the following findings:

1.

The proposed improvement is consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive
Plan, including the Land Use and Housing Chapters.

Reasonable Manner. In Staff’s opinion, the variance request to rebuild the garage in
the proposed location represents a reasonable use of the property. City Code permits
detached garages as an accessory use. By establishing these provisions, the City
deems that a detached garage represents a reasonable use of the property provided
Code standards are met. Garages, especially in Minnesota, are needed for vehicle
parking and storage of normal household equipment and supplies. Throughout
Shoreview, they are a standard feature of detached single family residences. The
existing garage can be reconstructed in the same location, provided the square footage
remains the same. Since the applicant is proposing to expand the length 2-feet and
raise the height of the building, the variances are needed.

The need for the variance request is due to the encroachment on the 10-foot
setback from the lot line and the added square footage. Rebuilding the current
garage in conformance to the existing setback would result in the garage length
being too short to park the boat trailer, thus not alleviating the outdoor storage and
parking of the boat/trailer. The current garage is also aligned with the asphalt
from the existing driveway so relocating it within the setback would require
repaving that portion of the driveway.



The City has discretion in determining ‘reasonable use’, and in this particular
case, staff believes the area of the existing garage does not provide for the parking
and storage needs of the homeowner, and that reasonable use is limited by the
requirements of the Development Code.

3. Hardship. Hardship stems from the uniqueness of the parcel. It is a riparian parcel
with a shared driveway and no front lot line. The garage was constructed in 1960 in
conformance with City setback regulations at the time. The variance requested will
maintain the existing setback, extending it by two feet to the south, and is reasonable
due to the location of the existing garage and driveway. The additional two feet
expands the accessory square footage total to 1292 square feet. Construction of a
detached garage conforming to the 10-foot setback from the lot line would result in a
garage that is misaligned to the current shared driveway.

4. Character of the Neighborhood. Staff believes that since the existing detached
garage does not meet or enhance the character of the neighborhood the tear down and
rebuild would be an improvement. The proposed garage would match the

architectural style of the current home and would be similar in style and setback to
the neighboring garage at 224 Owasso Lane E.

VOTE:
AYES:

NAYS:

T:\2013 Planning Case Files\2488-13-15 226 Owasso Lane - Stoss\pc motion.doc



TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Niki Hill, Planning and Economic Development Specialist
DATE: June 18, 2013

SUBJECT: Variance Request — Kevin Stoss and Montserrat Torremorell, 166 Owasso Lane
E, File No. 2488-13-15

INTRODUCTION

Kevin Stoss and Montserrat Torremorell have submitted an application requesting a variance to
the setback and the floor area for the reconstruction of a detached accessory structure on their
riparian lot. On properties with an existing non-conforming structure, code states that the
structure may remain at its current size and/or may be structurally altered, including an area
expansion, provided that the alternation complies with the City’s current development
regulations and procedures.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The property is a standard riparian lot on the east shoreline of Lake Owasso. The property is
zoned R1, Detached Residential District, as are the adjacent properties. The property is also
located in the Shoreland Management District of Owasso Lake as are the adjoining riparian
parcels.

The property is .78 acres and has a width of over 100 feet, and so is a standard riparian lot. The
unique circumstances regarding the lot is that it was subdivided along eastern side of the
property between the lake and the road, resulting in a shared driveway and no front lot-line as
defined by city code. The applicants propose tearing down and rebuilding an existing non-
conforming detached accessory structure on the property in the north east corner, increasing the
footprint by 2 feet and the overall size from 482 to 520 square feet. The existing attached garage
(672 square feet) and an existing shed (100 square feet) will remain on the property. The total
floor area proposed for all of the accessory buildings is 1,292 square feet. The variance is needed
because the structure is setback less than the 10 feet required and the total square footage of all
the accessory structures permitted exceeds the maximum 1200 square feet allowed. Please see
the attached plans.

DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS

The accessory structure regulations were revised in 2006 and stricter standards were created to
ensure the compatibility of these structures with surrounding residential uses. The combined
area of all accessory structures cannot exceed 90% of the dwelling unit foundation are or 1,200
square feet, whichever is more restrictive. The original detached garage was built when the total
accessory square footage permitted was 1,500 and as such it is a legal nonconforming structure.
Section 207.050 (D)(5)(F)(1) specifies that a structure which is nonconforming due to



Stoss Variance
File No. 2488-13-15
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dimensions or setbacks from property lines may remain at its current size and/or may be
structurally altered, including an area expansion, provided that the alternation complies with the
City’s current development regulations and procedures. The current garage is located less than
the required setback of 10 feet from the lot line. The proposed garage is to maintain the current
setback along the lot line with the two additional feet which results in an increase in the total
floor area of the detached garage to 520 square feet. That increases the total square footage of all
accessory structures from 1254 to 1292. As such, a variance to reduce the setback in regards to
the two feet and to excceed the maximum allowable accessory structure square footage has been
requested. The project complies with the height and lot coverage requirements of the
Development Code.

Variance Criteria

When considering a variance request, the Commission must determine whether the ordinance
causes the property owner undue hardship and find that granting the variances is in keeping with
the spirit and intent of the ordinance. Hardship is defined as:

1. The property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under the conditions
allowed by the City’s Development Code.

2. The hardship is due to circumstances unique to the property in question and was not created
by the property owner.

3. The variance will not alter the essential character of existing neighborhoods.

Applicant’s Statement

The applicant identifies that the existing garage was built in approximately 1960 and is in poor
condition. It is an eyesore in the neighborhood and is not consistent with architectural style of
their home which was built in the mid 1990’s. The existing detached garage currently exceeds
the allowable detached structure square footage (20’ x 24°) and does not meet the 10 foot setback
requirement.

The applicants are requesting a slightly taller and slightly longer garage for a couple reasons.
First, the grading of the soil on the east side of the existing detached garage is causing rain water
to penetrate the garage during heavy rains. They would like to add two rows of concrete block to
the base of the walls to help alleviate some of the water issues. This will in turn increase the
height of the structure. Second, the existing garage is too short to park their boat/trailer. Right
now this sits in the driveway for a portion of the year. Adding two feet to the length of the
garage as proposed would allow them to store the boat/trailer indoors year-round and thus
improve the overall look of the neighborhood. Please see the attached statement.

STAFF REVIEW

Staff reviewed the proposal in accordance with the variance criteria, which are discussed below.

The property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under the conditions allowed by
the City’s Development Code.

In Staff’s opinion, the variance request to rebuild the garage in the proposed location represents a
reasonable use of the property. City Code permits detached garages as an accessory use. By
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establishing these provisions, the City deems that a detached garage represents a reasonable use of
the property provided Code standards are met.  Garages, especially in Minnesota, are needed for
vehicle parking and storage of normal household equipment and supplies. Throughout Shoreview,
they are a standard feature of detached single family residences.

The need for the variance request is due to the encroachment on the 10-foot setback from the lot line
and the added square footage. Rebuilding the current garage in conformance to the existing setback
would result in the garage length being too short to park the boat trailer, thus not alleviating the
outdoor storage and parking of the boat/trailer. The current garage is also aligned with the asphalt
from the existing driveway so relocating it within the setback would require repaving that portion of
the driveway.

The City has discretion in determining ‘reasonable use’, and in this particular case, staff believes the
area of the existing garage does not provide for the parking and storage needs of the homeowner, and
that reasonable use is limited by the requirements of the Development Code.

The hardship is due to circumstances unique to the property in question and was not created by the
property owner.

Hardship stems from the uniqueness of the parcel. It is a riparian parcel with a shared driveway and
no front lot line. The garage was constructed in 1960 in conformance with City setback regulations
at the time. The variance requested will maintain the existing setback, extending it by two feet to the
south, and is reasonable due to the location of the existing garage and driveway. The additional two
feet expands the accessory square footage total to 1292 square feet. Construction of a detached
garage conforming to the 10-foot setback from the lot line would result in a garage that is misaligned
to the current shared driveway.

The variance will not alter the essential character of existing neighborhoods

Staff believes that since the existing detached garage does not meet or enhance the character of the
neighborhood the tear down and rebuild would be an improvement. The proposed garage would
match the architectural style of the current home and would be similar in style and setback to the

neighboring garage at 224 Owasso Lane E.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Property owners within 150 feet were notified of the applicant’s request. Two written comments
were received, one that has no comments on the proposal and the second stating that the project
is ok with them. The written comments are attached.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff finds that reasonable use of the property is not present due to the size of the existing garage
and limited area for expansion, that hardship is due to the parcel location and design of the
existing garage. The variance will have a minimal impact on adjoining properties since the
setback of the garage rebuild will be consistent with that of the existing garage. Staff
recommends the Planning Commission adopt Resolution 13-58 approving the variance request,
subject to the following conditions:
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1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the
Variance application. Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City
Planner, will require review and approval by the Planning Commission.

2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work has
not begun on the project.

3. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a building
permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be obtained before
any construction activity begins.

Attachments:

1)  Location Map

2)  Aerial and Site Photos

3)  Applicant’s Statement and Submitted Plans
4) Comments

5)  Resolution 13-58

6) Motion

T:\2013 Planning Case Files\2488-13-15 226 Owasso Lane - Stoss\PC Report.docx















review

Variance - Incomplete Notice

Stoss, Kevin <KSTOSS@trane.com> Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 8:03 AM
To: "nhill@shoreviewmn.goV' <nhill@shoreviewmn.gov>

Niki,

Please consider this email my response to your letter regarding the incomplete variance application for
the proposed garage at 226 East Owasso Lane. My response to the three items identified as missing from
the original application is below.

1) We are requesting a slightly taller and slightly longer garage for a couple reasons. First, the grading of
the soil on the east side of the existing detached garage is causing rain water to penetrate the garage
during heavy rains. We would like to add two rows of concrete block to the base of the walls to help
alleviate some of the waterissues. Thisin turn will also increase the height of the structure. Second, the
existing garage is too short to park our boat/trailer. Right now this sits in the driveway for a portion of the
year. Adding two feet to the length of the garage (as proposed) would allow us to store the boat/ trailer
indoors year-round and thus improve the overall look of the neighborhood.

2) The proposed height of the garage would be approximately 17 feet (or slightly shorter).

3) Total square footage of accessory structures:
e Existing attached garage — 672 square feet
e Detached shed—100square feet
e Detached garage (proposed dimension) —520 square feet

e Total Square footage — 1,292

Regarding your question below on accessory structures, the boat house down by the lake was removed
last summer (2012).

Let me know if you have any further questions.












Planning Case file: 2488-13-15 — Variance Application
226 Owasso Lane E — K. Stoss

Comments: Vil /5 67 \ Z/M/TH M E@

Name: /L/E/\?]Z /3 JCEL BAcCH
Address: __ AALZ £ . &55///§5ﬂ L/}—NE

T:\2013 Planning Case Files\2488-13-15 226 Owasso Lane - Stoss\neighborhoodsurvey.doc



review

Shé:

Request for Comment on Variance request for 226 Owassc Lane East

Bob Yach <RSYach@comcast.net> Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 9:02 AM
To: nhill@shoreviewmn.gov

Regarding the subject variance request -
Catherine and | have no comment.

Sincerely,

Robert (and Catherine) Yach
3205 Woodbridge Street
Shoreview, MN 55126



EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE
PLANNING COMISSION OF SHOREVIEW, MINNESOTA
HELD JUNE 25, 2013

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

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of
Shoreview, Minnesota was duly called and held at the Shoreview City Hall in said City at 7:00
PM.

The following members were present:

And the following members were absent:

Member introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption.

RESOLUTION NO. 13-58 FOR A VARIANCE TO REDUCE THE SETBACK FOR A
LEGALLY NON-CONFORMING STRUCTURE AND INCREASE THE TOTAL
ACCESSORY SQUARE FOOTAGE

WHEREAS, Kevin Stoss and Montserrat Torremorell, have submitted a variance application for
the following described property:

All that part of Government Lot 5, Section 36, Township 30, Range 23, described as follows:
Beginning at an iron monument which is 639.6 feet North and 555.14 feet West of the Southeast
corner of said Government Lot 5; thence North a distance of 100.7 feet to a point; thence
Northwesterly 342 feet more or less to a point which is 749.6 feet North of the South line of said
Government Lot 5; then continue on in same direction 100 feet, more or less, to shore of Lake
Owasso, 755.04 feet North of said South line of Government Lot 5; thence Southerly 113 feet,
more or less, along shore of said Lake to an iron monument set on shore of said Lake, 642.04
feet North of South line of said Government Lot 5; thence Easterly 440 feet, more or less to point
of beginning, except the East 115 feet (measured at right angles to East line), Ramsey County,
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Minnesota.
(This property is commonly known as 226 Owasso Ln E, Shoreview, Minnesota.)

WHEREAS, the current garage has legal non-conforming setbacks of 4.5 on the east and 5 feet
on the north; and,

WHEREAS, the applicant has requested a variance to maintain the setbacks and expand the
garage 2 feet to the south; and

WHEREAS, the Development Regulations establish the combined area of all accessory
structures cannot exceed 90% of the dwelling unit foundation area or 1,200 square feet,
whichever is more restrictive; and,

WHEREAS, the applicant has requested a variance to increase this to 1,292 square feet; and

WHEREAS, the Shoreview Planning Commission is authorized by state law and the City of
Shoreview Development Regulations to make final decisions on variance requests.

WHEREAS, on June, 25, 2013 the Shoreview Planning Commission made the following
findings of fact:

1. The property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under the conditions
allowed by the City’s Development Code.
In Staff’s opinion, the variance request to rebuild the garage in the proposed location
represents a reasonable use of the property. City Code permits detached garages as an
accessory use. By establishing these provisions, the City deems that a detached garage
represents a reasonable use of the property provided Code standards are met. Garages,
especially in Minnesota, are needed for vehicle parking and storage of normal household
equipment and supplies. Throughout Shoreview, they are a standard feature of detached
single family residences. The existing garage can be reconstructed in the same location,
provided the square footage remains the same. Since the applicant is proposing to
expand the length 2-feet and raise the height of the building, the variances are needed.

The need for the variance request is due to the encroachment on the 10-foot setback from
the lot line and the added square footage. Rebuilding the current garage in conformance
to the existing setback would result in the garage length being too short to park the boat
trailer, thus not alleviating the outdoor storage and parking of the boat/trailer. The
current garage is also aligned with the asphalt from the existing driveway so relocating it
within the setback would require repaving that portion of the driveway.

The City has discretion in determining ‘reasonable use’, and in this particular case, staff
believes the area of the existing garage does not provide for the parking and storage
needs of the homeowner, and that reasonable use is limited by the requirements of the
Development Code.

2. The hardship is due to circumstances unique to the property in question and was not
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created by the property owner.

Hardship stems from the uniqueness of the parcel. It is a riparian parcel with a shared
driveway and no front lot line. The garage was constructed in 1960 in conformance with
City setback regulations at the time. The variance requested will maintain the existing
setback, extending it by two feet to the south, and is reasonable due to the location of the
existing garage and driveway. The additional two feet expands the accessory square
footage total to 1292 square feet. Construction of a detached garage conforming to the
10-foot setback from the lot line would result in a garage that is misaligned to the current
shared driveway.

The variance will not alter the essential character of existing neighborhoods

The existing detached garage does not meet or enhance the character of the neighborhood
the tear down and rebuild would be an improvement. The proposed garage would match
the architectural style of the current home and would be similar in style and setback to the
neighboring garage at 224 Owasso Lane E.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE SHOREVIEW
PLANNING COMMISSION that a variance allowing an additional two feet to the south along
the existing non-conforming setback and the total accessory square footage to 1,292 feet is
hereby approved, subject to the following conditions:

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

2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work has
not begun on the project.

3. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a building
permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be obtained before
any construction activity begins.

The motion was duly seconded by Council Member and upon a vote being taken

thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:

And the following voted against the same:
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Adopted this 25" day of June, 2013

Steve Solomonson, Chair
Shoreview Planning Commission

ATTEST:

Kathleen Nordine, City Planner

ACCEPTANCE OF CONDITIONS:

Kevin Stoss

Montserrat Torremorell

SEAL

T:A\2013pcf\2482-13-09 5345 hodgson keene\res13-47
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STATE OF MINNESOTA)

)
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

CITY OF SHOREVIEW ;

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Manager of the City of Shoreview
of Ramsey County, Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and
foregoing extract of minutes of a meeting of said City of Shoreview City Council held on the 25™

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

complete transcript there from insofar as the same relates to adopting Resolution 13-58.

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

Shoreview, Minnesota, this 25 day of June, 2013.

Terry C. Schwerm
City Manager

SEAL



AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
CITY OF SHOREVIEW

DATE: JUNE 25, 2013
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: SHOREVIEW CITY HALL
LOCATION: 4600 NORTH VICTORIA
. CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Brief Description of Meeting Process — Chair Steve Solomonson
May 28, 2013

. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS
Meeting Date: June 3, 2013 and June 17, 2013

. NEW BUSINESS

A. VARIANCE
FILE NO: 2487-13-14
APPLICANT: Tim & Theresa Gedig
ADDRESS: 4305 Brigadoon Drive

B. VARIANCE
FILE NO: 2488-13-15
APPLICANT: Kevin Stoss / Montserrat Torremorell
ADDRESS: 226 Owasso Lane East

C. PLANNED UNT DEVELOPMENT - CONCEPT STAGE
FILE NO: 2489-13-16
APPLICANT: 4785 Hodgson Road, 506 Tanglewood Drive
ADDRESS: Ruth Kozlack /United Properties Residential, LLC/Zerr

OLD BUSINESS

A. COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN
FILE NO: 2479-13-06
APPLICANT: Lawrence Signs / Northern Tier Retail
ADDRESS: 3592 Lexington Avenue



Planning Commission Meeting
June 25, 2013

6. MISCELLANEOUS

A. City Council Meeting Assignments for July 1, 2013 and July 15, 2013
Planning Commissioners Proud and

B. Planning Commission July 231 meeting - changed to Tuesday, August 6, 2013
C. Scheduled Planning Commission Workshops

-July 1 6™ Stormwater Management with the Environmental Quality Committee
- August 27"~ after the regular meeting.

7. ADJOURNMENT



TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Kathleen Nordine, City Planner
DATE: June 19, 2013

SUBJECT: Case File 2489-13-16, Planned Unit Development — Concept Stage
United Properties; 4785 Hodgson Road and 506 Tanglewood Drive

Introduction

United Properties Residential, LLC has submitted a Planned Unit Development — Concept Stage
application for the redevelopment of the Kozlak’s restaurant property at 4785 Hodgson Road and
the adjoining single-family residence at 506 Tanglewood Drive. The restaurant and existing
single-family home would be removed for the redevelopment of the property with a high-density
multi-story senior housing cooperative building based on the Applewood Pointe product
developed by United Properties in other metro area locations.

Site Characteristics

Kozlak’s Royal Oak Restaurant, 4785 Hodgson Road, was established on this property in 1977,
when the Kozlak’s purchased an existing restaurant/bar use on the site that was constructed in
1967. The property is developed with the restaurant building approximately 16,000 square feet in
size and a detached accessory structure. The restaurant is located in the northeastern portion of
the property and is considered a non-conforming structure due to the proximity of the building to
the Hodgson Road right-of-way. Access to the site is gained from one driveway off of
Tanglewood Drive and one driveway off of Hodgson Road. The improved parking areas are
located primarily to the south, west and north of the restaurant building. A portion of the parking
lot also encroaches upon right-of-way dedicated for Hodgson Road. The westemn portion of the
property is undeveloped. The site is relatively level with some mature trees located throughout.

The property at 506 Tanglewood Drive is developed with a single-family house built in 1956 and
is accessed by a driveway off of Tanglewood Drive. This home is directly west of the Kozlak’s

property.

When combined, the development site is approximately 4.14 acres in size with about 162 feet of
frontage on Tanglewood Drive and 279 feet of frontage on Hodgson Road. The property is
truncated by the right-of-way for the Hodgson Road/Tanglewood Drive intersection. A portion
of this right-of-way is developed with parking for the restaurant facility.

Project Summary

United Properties has entered into a purchase agreement on the two properties and is proposing
to demolish the existing site improvements and redevelop the site with an 87-unit senior housing



cooperative building. The residential units in the building will range in size from approximately
1,175 square feet for a two bedroom unit to 1,828 square feet for a two bedroom with den.

The applicant has submitted a narrative along with the concept site plan that further describes the
Applewood Pointe product, indicating that the higher end cooperative type units tend to attract a
younger senior population than more standard market rental senior apartments.

The structure will be designed as a three-story building with a central core and four wings. The
developer has indicated that this proposed layout is intended to minimize the visual impact on
adjoining single-family residences by having varied setbacks from the common lot lines and
smaller exterior building plane/wall facing these homes. The exterior will be designed with
brick, stucco, and maintenance-free shakes and lap siding. Asphalt shingles will be used as the
roofing material.

The conceptual site plan identifies two full access driveways with the first off Tanglewood Drive
and the second off Hodgson Road. A surface parking area is located on the east side of the
building and is designed with 35 parking stalls. In addition, parking will be provided below the
structure at a ratio of one stall per unit for a total of 87 stalls.

It should be noted that the conceptual site plan includes property that is currently part of the
County right-of-way for Hodgson Road. United Properties has contacted Ramsey County and is
working to have this property vacated. It is our understanding that the oversized right-of-way
was originally secured by the public when Highway 49 was considered a State trunk highway.

Due to the conceptual nature of the plans submitted, specific dimensions have not been presented
to determine variations or flexibility from the City’s development standards. The developer has

indicated that it is their intent to design the site consistent with the City’s regulations.

Planned Unit Development

Development of this site will be reviewed via the Planned Unit Development process. Planned
Unit Development (PUD) process is used to encourage or provide flexibility, creativity, and
innovation in the planning and design of development to achieve a variety of objectives related
to the Development Code and the City’s land use and housing goals.

The PUD Concept Stage application is designed to address the appropriateness of a development
proposal from the perspective of general land use compatibility and provides the applicant with
an opportunity to submit a general plan showing the basic intent and nature of the development.
This process incorporates public review; thereby allowing the applicant to receive comments
regarding the proposed development from the City and nearby property owners. It also provides
a forum in which more specific development issues and potential concerns for further
information and additional analysis during the subsequent Planned Unit Development -
Development Stage application review. No formal action is taken on the concept stage
application by the City Council or Planning Commission.



Staff Review

The conceptual plans have been reviewed by staff in accordance with the PUD review criteria,
Shoreview’s land use and housing goals and general land use compatibility of the
Comprehensive Plan. Staff has also identified key issues associated with this concept plan.

Planned Unit Development Review Criteria

The proposed development needs to satisfy certain objectives in order to be approved through the
PUD process. Proposals that do not comply with the minimum standards of this ordinance need
to provide a benefit to the city by meeting certain objectives including but not limited to life-
cycle housing, sustainable and high quality building design, innovative stormwater management
and transportation demand management. This will need to be addressed further with the
Development Stage application, if deviations are proposed.

Comprehensive Plan Consistency

The Comprehensive Plan designates this property as RL, Low-density Residential and O, Office;
therefore, an amendment is needed to change the designation to SR, Senior Residential, which
permits a density of up to 45 units per acre. This category identifies areas for future
development with apartment-style buildings designed for occupancy by senior citizens (defined
as individuals 62 years of age or older). In some cases, the City may consider housing projects
designed for occupancy by individuals 55 years of age or older, subject to compliance with
federal and state laws. The proposed development is intended for individuals who are 55 years or
older.

The corresponding zoning district for the SR land use designation is PUD, Planned Unit
Development. Criteria considered during the review process may include: proximity to retail
uses, provision of underground parking, high quality material and design, accessibility to
available public transportation, provision of site amenities and interior/exterior common areas for
residents, proximity to arterial roadway corridors and the extent to which the project meets other
City goals and objectives. PUD zoning would also be consistent with other senior housing
developments throughout the community.

Land Use (Chapter 4) and Housing (Chapter 7) sections of the Comprehensive Plan include goals
that address redevelopment and housing. Due to the acreage of this site, and single use with the
restaurant, the property can be considered underdeveloped and suitable for redevelopment. The
property immediately to the south is located in a policy development area, PDA #9 — Hodgson
Road Residential Area.

The west side of this PDA is designated RL, Low-Density Residential, and RM, Medium
Density Residential. The RL designation recognizes the existing single-family residences in this
area as an appropriate use. The existing pattern of development is, however, not conducive to the
changes that have occurred in this area or are expected to occur with the recent highway
improvements. The City recognizes that there is additional development potential in these areas,
especially if lots are consolidated. Therefore, these single-family uses may transition to other
low- or medium-density residential development. Further study of this area may occur later this
year as part of the Highway Corridor Transition Study.

(8]



Chapter 7, Housing of the Comprehensive Plan touches on three themes: housing maintenance
and preservation, life-cycle and affordable housing and residential infill and development.
Redevelopment with high density residential development may be appropriate in certain areas
based on urban services, environmental conditions and surrounding land uses. In addition,
housing should respond to demographic changes in the community and expand housing choice.

The key issue relates to whether or not the site is appropriate for senior housing and if additional
senior housing in the area is needed to meet a community need. The proposed development
would expand housing choice for seniors by providing a housing type (cooperative) that is not
currently available in the community. This may also result in additional housing choice for other
individuals, including young families as seniors move out of their homes. There is, however,
some question as to whether or not additional senior housing is needed at this time and if this is
the appropriate location for a high density development.

General Land Use Compatibility

The property to north is developed with an office use that is residential in size and scale and
zoned, O, Office. The surrounding uses are low-density single family residential and are zoned
R1, Detached Residential. The proposed high density residential use can be compatible with the
adjoining land uses and could provide a transition between the Hodgson Road Corridor and the
single-family neighborhood to the west. Site and architectural measures such as access, building
height/mass, building location, landscaping could be required to mitigate these impacts. Some of
the other senior housing residential developments in the City are found on the edge of residential
neighborhoods and are somewhat comparable to their proximity to low-density residential uses.

The property is currently zoned O, Office and could be redeveloped with uses permitted in the O
district via the Site and Building Plan Review process. Examples of these uses include offices,
day care facilities, restaurants and medical, dental and veterinary clinics. A rezoning to PUD is
required for this development.

Land Use and Development Issues

United Properties submitted the conceptual site development plans for review and comment by
the Planning Commission, City Council and public. While it is difficult at the concept level to
determine the extent of flexibility that will be needed from the development code standards, code
flexibility may be needed for this project to move forward The project has been reviewed in
accordance with the R-3 Multiple Dwelling Residential District which will be the underlying
zoning district for the PUD.

Building Placement

The structure is designed with a central core that has four building wings and is centrally located
on the property. The minimum structure setbacks required are 30 feet from Tanglewood Drive
and the adjoining single-family residential uses and 40 feet from Hodgson Road. The applicant
has indicated that the proposed site layout is intended to comply with these setback standards and
minimize the impact on the adjoining residential uses. Due to the building design, those portions
of the building that will be located at the minimum setback are the building ends with the main



portion of the building exceeding the minimum setback. This design limits the wall expanses
facing the low density residential uses and creates pockets of open space that will aid in
buffering the proposed building. These open areas will be landscaped to further enhance the site.
Stormwater ponding will also be located between the building and the adjoining single-family
residential land uses.

Building Height/Visual Impact

In the R3 district, the maximum building height permitted is 35 feet. This height, however, can
be exceeded provided: 1) It does not exceed the firefighting capabilities of the Fire Department
and 2) An additional 1-foot of setback is provided for every additional foot in height over 35°.

The structure is being designed as a three-story building which is intended to be approximately
35 feet in height. Building height is measured from the ground grade to the mid-point of the
roof. Other senior housing complexes in the community have exceeded the height requirement
even though they are designed as three-story buildings. Most recently with the Shoreview Senior
Living (Southview) development located at 4710 Cumberland Street, a portion of the building
was reduced in height from three stories to two stories to mitigate the visual impact of the
structure on the adjoining single-family residential uses. Also, in cases where the height has
been exceeded, additional building setbacks and landscaping have been required.

Density

In the SR land use designation, a density of 45 units per acre is permitted. Using the current site
area, 4.14 acres, the density proposed is slightly over 21 units per acre. This density will be
reduced with the vacation of the excess right-of-way for Hodgson Road. This density is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Parking

Access to the development is proposed off of Tanglewood Drive and Hodgson Road. Off-street
parking is planned in a surface parking lot as well as a below grade parking structure.
Approximately 35 parking stalls will be located in the surface parking lot and about 87 stalls will
be in the below grade parking structure for a total of 122 stalls. This is less than the minimum
2.5 stalls per unit as required in the R3 zoning district (217.5 stalls).

The Development Code does provide some flexibility with respect to parking standards. The
number of parking stalls constructed may be reduced to a number less than the minimum
provided parking management techniques are used. Implementing these techniques, including
the proof of parking, would be difficult due to the proposed use and site design.

The City has permitted some flexibility to the parking standards with other senior housing
projects due to the nature of this use. Parking ratio’s for the other senior housing complexes in
the City range from 1 stall per unit to 1.7 stalls per unit. As proposed, the ratio for this complex
is 1.4 stalls per unit.

Traffic

The conceptual site plan identifies access points on Tanglewood Drive and Hodgson Road.
Tanglewood Drive is a local road that is classified as a major collector street which is designed



to serve shorter trips in the City and collect/distribute traffic from neighborhoods to the arterial
roadway system. Hodgson Road has a functional classification of a “minor arterial” roadway
and is under the jurisdiction of Ramsey County. Minor arterials are intended to handle large
volumes of traffic and provide regional links between cities and to the interstate freeway system.

While a traffic study has not been completed, traffic from senior housing projects tend to be
lower than other types of multi-family residential uses and tends to occur during off-peak hours.
The development would be expected to generate 48 trips in the AM peak hour on a weekend, less
during a weekday (typical for senior/retired facilities). The development would be expected to
generate 303 trips on an average weekday, with about 25 being in either AM or PM peak hour
period. This would have a negligible impact given the function of the adjoining roadways and
the traffic volumes that exist. If needed, traffic can be further studied with a Development Stage
— PUD application.

Public Comment

Property owners within 350 feet the development site were notified of the request. Development
notification signs were posted on the property. Additionally, it is our understanding the
developer has held two informational meetings with area residents to present and discuss the
development plan. The City has received a number of written and verbal comments regarding
this development. Concern has been expressed regarding the compatibility of this high density
residential use with the nearby low-density land uses, impacts on traffic, visual impact and the
need for another senior housing development in the City. Written comments are attached.

The Lake Johanna Fire Marshal has also provided some comments regarding the proposed
development. The primary concern relates to the site design and accessibility with their ladder
truck. This will need to be addressed with the submittal of a Development Stage application.

The City has also notified Ramsey County of the proposal due to the project’s adjacency to
Hodgson Road and need for the excess right-of-way. Comments from the County have not been

received.

Recommendation

The Concept Stage PUD application for the redevelopment of the Kozlak’s site and adjoining
single-family property with a high-density senior cooperative building is being presented by
United Properties to the Planning Commission for review. This is the first step in the City’s
review process. If the applicant chooses to move forward with this proposal, several other

approvals are needed from the City, including a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Rezoning,
Plat and PUD.

At this time, the Commission is being asked to review the concept plans and identify any issues
or concerns regarding the use and the site and building design that may require further attention
as the developer considers plans for the subsequent Development Stage PUD application.
Comments from the public should also be taken during the review, although an official public



hearing would be held at the next review stage. No formal action is taken on this PUD Concept
application.

Attachments
1. Location Map
2. Aerial
3. Zoning Map
4. Planned Land Use Map
5. Applicant’s Statement and Submitted Plans
6. Memo from Rick Current, Fire Marshal, LJFD
7. Public Comment















APPLEWOOD POINTE OF SHOREVIEW

PROJECT SUMMARY

United Properties proposes redeveloping the current Kozlak’s Restaurant site at the corner of Hodgson
Road and Tanglewood Drive for the creation of an Appiewood Pointe Cooperative. Applewood Pointe is
an age restricted, for sale community offering a maintenance-free lifestyle to area residents. The
project as proposed would include 87 units ranging in size from a 1,175 square foot two bedroom to a
1,828 square foot two bedroom with a den. In addition to the Kozlak’s site, United Properties proposes
adding the property at 506 Tanglewood Drive to the redevelopment. Total site area is approximately 4.1
acres.

The cooperative building wili be a 3-story building. The overall building layout is somewhat “organic”,
but generally follows an “X” shape with a main entrance area facing Hodgson Road. Access to the site is
proposed from both Hodgson Road and Tanglewood Drive. Many of the existing mature trees on the
site will be saved.

The building will have underground parking for the owners providing a minimum of one stall per unit.
Surface parking includes 29 spaces near the main entry area and an additional 6 stalls on the north side
of the building near the Tanglewood Drive access. The cooperative will include the following community
amenities: a Great Room with small serving kitchen, a 2-story entrance lobby with multiple seating
areas, a library, a sunroom, game and craft rooms, an office for the on-site manager, 2 guest suites, an
exercise room with sauna, a carwash area, and a woodworking shop. On-site amenities will include
walking paths and gardening plots among other site features. Residents will enjoy a social, interactive,
and healthy lifestyle.

The homes in the cooperative are single level homes. All of the units will have washers and dryers, and
an exterior deck (or patio}. Multiple finish selections and upgrades are availabie, so the residents can
create an individual look for their new home. The building is comprised of 15 different unit plans
providing a wide range of styles and pricing appealing to a broad segment of the market. In addition to
the underground parking stali, each unit will have a separate storage area within the building.

The exterior of the cooperative building will consist of brick, stucco, and maintenance-free shake and lap
siding. The roof will be asphalt shingled. Residents will have no individual exterior building
maintenance obligations. The cooperative design promotes a maintenance-free lifestyle. The
cooperative grounds will be professionally landscaped. The site design effort has promoted the saving
of significant trees on the site providing enhanced buffering for the existing single family homes
surrounding the site.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The current guiding for the site is Office for the Kozlak’s Restaurant property and Single

Family Housing for the 506 Tanglewood Drive property. The proposed redevelopment plan asks for a
guide plan change to a Senior Residential Designation. As noted in the Comprehensive Guide Plan on

page 4-5, this redevelopment site does meet the SR, Senior Residential Criteria:

e The site is in proximity to retail uses
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e The site will provide underground parking

e The building will be built of high quality materials and have professionally designed architecture
and landscaping

e The site is accessible to public transportation

e On-site amenities are broad and varied for future residents of the development

e The site is located on an arterial roadway

e The project does meet the City’s residential goals of providing a diverse mix of housing types

and occupancy options for the community, along with meeting demands for current and future
residents.

We believe the change in the Guide Plan is justified. The current guiding simply reflects the current
commercial nature of the restaurant use and the home at 506 Tanglewood Drive. The site does provide
an excellent transition between the single family home areas to the west and south and the arterial
roadways of Hodgson Road and Tanglewood Drive. The site has good connection to major
transportation and transit opportunities. The site’s proximity to commercial service areas at Hodgson
Road and Highway 96 provide a significant amenity to the site while the proposed new residential
homes provide support for these existing retail and service businesses.

The land use goals found in the Comprehensive Plan (page 4-11) are satisfied with this redevelopment:
1. Itis an efficient use of land that supports the in-place urban services and encourages active
living while sustaining the City’s residential neighborhoods, business community and

environment.

2. The proposed cooperative use does facilitate a desirable transition between existing
development and this infill redevelopment opportunity.

3. This new cooperative community will provide a high value to the community and will mitigate
any impacts to surrounding land uses, better utilizing the scarce land resource in the City.

This redevelopment proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Policies for residential uses
(page 4-13):

A. higher density residential uses are located near commercial services and employment
opportunities;

B. higher density residential is located in an area convenient to regional transportation;

C. this proposed development provides a variety of housing choice and form for the community;

D. the residential development will provide an excellent buffer to the single family homes
surrounding the site.

Finally, it is noted in the Hodgson Road residential area PDA that senior housing can be an appropriate
land use for this area. Since this site is immediately adjacent to this PDA study area, we believe itis a
natural use that warrants consideration.



Why Senior Housing?

I appreciate your desire for Shoreview to remain attractive to younger families. You asked why a senior
cooperative development is being considered as opposed to a condominium development or market
rate apartments that would be attractive to younger families. An Applewood Pointe in your community
will do a lot to promote in-migration of younger families to Shoreview. In our opinion, maybe more so
than a new condominium or apartment development.

The reality of the senior market we serve, roughly 65 to 85 years old, is these are people that have all of
their ties to Shoreview, have lived in Shoreview a majority of their lives, and do not want to leave.
Friends, family, doctors, church, business relationships, etc. are all established in the Shoreview area.
Thus, if an attractive housing option is not available within the City, these seniors will not move out of
“their single family homes until a health or life change forces them to move. This could mean a couple at
age 70 may not leave their single family home for the next two decades. “Market” condominium or
apartments are not as attractive as age restricted senior communities like Applewood Pointe.

If, on the other hand, the seniors in Shoreview are able to consider a move to Applewood Pointe, then
the ability to put home maintenance behind them and live a more social and flexible lifestyle is a very
attractive option. Moving into an Applewood Pointe community can be viewed as a “discretionary”
move —one our seniors want to make rather than one they have to make. Our experience has been this
discretionary move is a major life event causing immense inertia that is not overcome by “market”
projects. Age restricted communities are what is in demand. A move to Applewood Pointe opens up a
single family home for a younger family to move into Shoreview.

This new family moving into Shoreview likely will reinvest in their new home, have children for the
schools, and be involved in community activities and programs. Other typical benefits to this younger
family in buying an established home include 1) the homes many times are more architecturally
attractive and/or diverse than newer town home or apartment developments, 2) the home.is located in
established neighborhoods with mature trees and yards, and 3) many times existing single family homes
are nearerschools and other community attractions. Often newer town home or apartment
developments cannot match the appeal of the existing neighborhoods from which our Applewood
Pointe seniors are moving. Thus, if a young family is looking to make a move into the area, they will
likely choose a mature single family home neighborhood in Shoreview over a newer development either
within the City or a neighboring {competing) city. :

The cycle of seniors mdving into Applewood Pointe communities and younger families moving into their
homes will help keep Shoreview vibrant. It is important to remember that seniors opting to move into
our communities are independent, active seniors that benefit from the great socialization opportunities
within the community and they value the ability to live a more maintenance-free lifestyle; however, they
will stay in their current single family home without an attractive alternative like Applewood Pointe.
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What Senior Housing and How Much?

Hopefully I was able to articulate the differences between Applewood Pointe and the existing senior
communities within Shoreview. As | stated, our average age upon move-in is about 72 years old
compared with about 85 years old for properties like Southview Senior Living. We know we are serving
a need within the community because of the reasons stated above, but mostly because of the success of
our Applewood Pointe communities. An example is the second phase of our Applewood Pointe at
Langton Lake in Roseville. We currently have just two homes available out of 41 homes currently under
construction and due to open in late September. The 48 homes in the first phase at Langton Lake are
sold out, so it is highly likely all 89 homes will be sold when we complete construction this September.

All of our Applewood Pointe communities have experienced 100% initial sell-out and our residents have
seen an active resale market for our homes, even during the housing depression we have experienced
these past number of years,

Overall senior housing demand is obviously being driven by the demographics of our population. As |
shared during our meeting, we will experience unprecedented growth in people aged 65+ over the next
30 years. Specifically in Ramsey County, it is projected we will see the addition of more than 21,000
seniors age 70— 79 through 2030. We will be sure to provide you and the Council ample information on
the demographic projections for the next 30 years or so. We are simply responding to what the market
is asking for in housiig options and not trying to market a product in hope of creating demand.
Attached are excerpts from the State Demographer report showing this expected “grey tsunami”.
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COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS ON PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
AT HODGSON ROAD AND TANGLEWOQOOD DRIVE
June 19, 2013

Has anyone considered the additional traffic especially on Tanglewood Drive?
This is a community, which includes many children, which utilize our sidewalks and road
ways for taking walks, jogging and riding bikes.

| understand the importance of "holding ponds,"” but | have concerns for the safety
of younger children in the neighborhood.
What will be done to secure their safety?

Unfortunately I've learned the wrong way or perhaps the underhanded
way about what is being called a Proposed Development at Hodgson Road
and Tanglewood Drive.

If something as important as this Development is necessary, it should also
be necessary to notify more than a chosen few regarding this Proposed Development.

| had to rely on two big signs simply referring to a Proposed Development and

listing a telephone number. If there is nothing to hide, why not get it out in the open?
I've always been told that anything worth doing is worth doing right.

Apparently someone didn't learn that lesson at that their mother's knee.

At the same time | feel that if a Proposed Development is necessary and considered
something of value for our community, the City of Shoreview and United Properties
could and should notify more residents than the law requires.

Not doing so gives the appearance of a hidden agenda, which perhaps is what big
business is counting on.

I have been a home owner in Shoreview for 35 years this August.

As a home owner and one that pays property taxes | feel that | as well as others
are owed written notification of this Proposed Development.

Any homeowner close to Hodgson Road and Tanglewood Drive will be impacted
by this Proposed Development.

My home (on the west side of Kent Drive) sits just 3 houses North of Tanglewood Drive.
From what I've been told, my neighbors just across the street, sitting just one, two and
three houses North of Tanglewood Drive, but on the East side of Kent Drive were sent
information on the Proposed Development.

Also my immediate neighbors to the south of me were notified.

CONTINUED PAGE 2
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| understand that one home sitting on Tanglewood Drive, just west of Kozlak's parking
lot will likely reap a sizable sale price from United Properties.
What will this do for the home owners of 514 and 522 Tanglewood Drive?

After years of working and maintaining a property for your future retirement, how would
you feel if all of sudden there was a 3-story structure looking into your home and
yard?

The answer, you won't be living there, so it is of no consequence to you.

Do the residents of Shoreview no longer have a "face" in Shoreview, it certainly doesn't
sound like it to me.

I'm not entirely against big business or progress, but this Proposed Development isn't
something | would classify as progress, so it must just be in favor of big business,
known as United Properties.

In being forced to research the Proposed Development | learned that United Properties
was bought by the Pohlad family from the Hamm Family in 1996.

Is this Proposed Development detrimental to the success of United Properties, in other
words will it make it or break it, | doubt it ?

it won't cost United Properties their last dime to work with those most impacted,
so why not do it?

Maureen lten
Resident of Shoreview
4815 Kent Drive






6/19/13 Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - Comments on Proposed Redevelopment of Kozlak's

I strongly feel that an office complex, as I have understood is the current zoning for the area,
would be much more appropriate for the area--far less intrusive to the homes bordering it and
more responsive to the welfare and safety of all citizens of Shoreview.

Barbara
K. Evans

514
Tanglewood Drive

t:2013pcf/2489~-13-16 4785 Hodgson Kozlaks/neighborhood survey

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=43afe91074&view=pt&search=inbox&th= 13f5d6e9a346fbaa
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6/20/13 Shoreviewmn.gov Mail - One last comment on the proposed redevelopment of KozlakK's

Yes, please do forward that message as well, and my later one of suggestions to consider too. | did include my
address on the first email, but Il add it to my signature here too.

Thanks!

Diane Close

4711 Kent Street
Shoreview, MN 55126
[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.g cogle.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=43afe91074&view=pt&q=kozlaks&q s=true&search=query&th=13f52c514f1e9e4d
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United Properties
Planned Unit Development-Concept Stage

File No. 2489-13-16

Comments: iﬁ@ﬁp&ﬂjﬁie/

—  Ser ArrhcsmentT ——

Name:

Address:

£:/2013pcf/2489—13-16 4785 Hodgson Kozlaks/neighborhood survey



United Properties
Planned Unit Development-Concept Stage
File No. 2489-13-16

Shoreview Planning Commission,

I am confident you will consider the overwhelming voice of the people in the neighborhoods affected and
require United Properties to reconsider their plan for the Kozlak’s property.

As a show of solidarity against this massive project literally being built in our backyards, a petition has been
initiated which has received enthusiastic support from both the immediate and surrounding neighborhoods.

This will be the 4™ senior planned unit development within a 10 minute walk from our home. More importantly,
as you can see from the enclosed maps, this project is uniquely different from the three other Shoreview senior
co-operatives as well as the other United Properties sites since this project is overwhelmingly surrounded by
single family homes. The other United Properties projects either abut huge commercial and industrial
development and large multi family apartment complexes or, in the case of their two most recent projects in
New Brighton and Woodbury, there are essentially no single family homes at all.

The previous two meetings between the immediate neighbors and United Properties yielded very little
compromise in addressing our primary concern- the project is too massive, both in size and height, for this site.

It is our hope that the Shoreview planning commission will consider the detrimental quality of life impact this
massive structure will have on our neighborhood. Our elected officials should demand that United Properties
present a revised plan that, at the very least, maintains both the integrity and character of our single family
neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration for our concerns.

% %K Yy rona

Philip Sazenski

Mary Austin

525 Chandler Court
Shoreview, MN. 55126

Cordially,





































PETITION

KOZLAK PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT

We, the citizens of Shoreview, are opposed to United Properties Applewood Pointe 3 story, 87 unit senior
living complex as currently proposed.

The project is too massive for the site and needs to be downsized.

The current plan will have a negative impact on both the property values and character of our single
family neighborhood.

NAME ADDRESS




MOTION

MOVED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

SECONDED BY COMMISSION MEMBER:

To recommend the City Council approve the Comprehensive Sign Plan submitted by
Lawrence Signs, for the SuperAmerica fuel station at 3592 Lexington Avenue, subject to the
following conditions:

1.

The signs shall comply with the plans submitted for the Comprehensive Sign Plan
application. Any significant change will require review by the Planning Commission
and City Council.

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

This approval is based on the following findings of fact:

1.

The plan proposes signs consistent in color, size and materials throughout the site
Jor each type of proposed sign. Each type of sign (freestanding, wall, canopy and
incidental) uses uniform color and materials, and with colors generally based on
the SuperAmerica theme.

Approving the deviation is necessary to relieve a practical difficulty existing on
the property. The angled-orientation of the building provides some difficulty in
the identification of the business. The proposed sign plan relieves this difficulty
by placing copy signage on the fascia of the canopy and on the building wall in a
manner that effectively identifies itself. '

The proposed deviations from the standards of Section 208 result in a more
unified sign package and greater aesthetic appeal between signs on the site. The
wall and canopy signs proposed, including the graphics band, give a uniform
appearance to the building and canopy. Use of the graphics provides a greater
aesthetic appeal for the site.

Approving the deviation will not confer a special privilege on the applicant that
would normally be denied under the Ordinance. The configuration of the -
structure on the property is unique due to the building orientation. The proposed
signage is reasonable for this type of uses and uses the facades which are most
visible or of importance to identify SuperAmerica.

The resulting sign plan is effective, functional, attractive and compatible with
community standards. The sign plan proposes signs, including graphics that are
effectively displayed, improve the appearance of the site/structures and are
compatible with community standards applied to similar uses.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting
June 25, 2013
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TO: Planning Commission

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

DATE: June 20, 2013

SUBJECT: File No. 2479-13-06, Comprehensive Sign Plan, Lawrence Signs/Northern
Tier Retail, 3592 Lexington Avenue

INTRODUCTION

At the March Planning Commission meeting, the Commission tabled a comprehensive
sign plan application submitted by Lawrence Signs, on behalf of Northern Tier Retail, for
the SuperAmerica fuel station at 3592 Lexington Avenue. The application was tabled due
to the extent of graphics being used on the canopy and building. A revised sign plan is
being presented to the Commission for review.

SIGN CODE

When multiple signs are proposed, a comprehensive sign plan is required. The following
summarizes the applicable Code requirements.

Sign Definition

Signs are defined as any letter, word or symbol, device, poster, picture, statue, reading
matter or representation in the nature of an advertisement, announcement, message or
visual communication, whether painted, posted, printed, affixed or constructed, which is
displayed for informational or communicative purposes and is visible to the general
public.

Wall Signs

One wall sign is permitted per principal structure unless the structure faces two or more
arterial roadways, as is here the case. The length of the wall sign cannot exceed 20% of
the length of the building elevation to which it is affixed. The wall sign area cannot
exceed 10% of wall area to which it is affixed, with a minimum area of 20 square feet.

Canopy Signs

Signs are permitted to be affixed to fuel island canopies, provided the copy and graphics
area, together with other wall and incidental signs, does not exceed the area permitted for
a single wall sign. Further, the canopy sign area cannot exceed 10% of the canopy fascia
area.

Freestanding Signs
One freestanding sign is permitted per site unless the site abuts two or more arterial
roadways. Structures less than 20,000 square feet may have a pylon sign provided it does
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not exceed 20’ in height and have a copy/graphic area greater than 40 square feet. A
readerboard may be attached provided it does not have a copy/graphic area greater than
40 square feet.

Comprehensive Sign Plan

When a deviation to the regulations is proposed, the Comprehensive Sign Plan requires
review by both the Planning Commission and City Council with the City Council taking
final action. Approval of the plan is based on the following findings:

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

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

3. The proposed deviations from the standards of Section 208 result in a more
unified sign package and greater aesthetic appeal between signs on the site.

4. Approving the deviation will not confer a special privilege on the applicant that
would normally be denied under the Ordinance.

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

COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN

The plans have been revised by eliminating the pin-stripe graphics proposed on a portion
of the building. Regarding this graphic display, there was discussion at the March
Planning Commission meeting regarding whether or not this is considered signage and
how it compares to other signage, graphics or elements used on other fuel station
canopies in the City. Staff’s interpretation of the ordinance is that any graphic affixed to
a building or free standing sign is considered a sign and not an architectural element.
Similar facilities use other methods to convey their ‘brand” such as color (with no
graphics) or architectural elements (raised striping) which are not considered signage.

The sign plan has been revised to eliminate the graphic striping on the top tier (rooftop
enclosure) and the south and east sides of the building. The following signs are being
proposed:

Free-standing pylon sign (complies with ordinance standards)
1. Copy/Graphic Area: 41.8 square feet, including the 4.5 sq. ft. gas price display,
and excluding the 15 sq. ft. changeable copy readerboard
2. Height: 18.8 feet
3. Advertises car wash, fuel and convenience store

Wall Signs

1. Northwest Building Elevation - “SuperAmerica” sign
a. Copy Area: 59.6 square feet
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b. Length: 22.7 feet (exceeds the maximum length permitted of 10 feet or 20% of
the wall length)
2. Northwest building elevation - Graphics Pinstripe band
a. Copy area: 63.25 square feet (combined with the “SuperAmerica” wall sign
exceeds the total area permitted — 10% of the wall elevation area of 60 square
feet)
b. Length: 25.3 feet (exceeds the maximum length permitted - 10 feet or 20% of
the wall length)
3. Northeast and Southeast building elevations — Graphics Pinstripe ban
a. Copy area: 68.75 square feet (exceeds the maximum area permitted — 10% of
the wall elevation area or 33 square feet)
b. Length: 27.5 feet (exceeds maximum length permitted — 20% of wall length or
5.5 feet)

Canopy Signage

1. Northwest fascia - “SuperAmerica” sign
a. Copy area: 27.71 square feet (exceeds the maximum area permitted — 10% of
the fascia area or 2.77 square feet)
b. Length: 15.5 feet
2. All fascia
a. Copy area: 327.6 square feet (exceeds the maximum area permitted — 10% of
the fascia area or 32.7 square feet)
b. Length: 182 feet

Incidental Signage

1. Gas Pumps: “SuperAmerica”
a. Copy area: 2.5 square feet
b. Number proposed: 8

2. Posts: Warning signage and logo
a. Copy area: 3 square feet
b. Number proposed: 4

STAFF REVIEW

The primary issue regarding the sign plan relates to the proposed use of graphics on the
building and canopy fascia. As stated earlier, it has been Staff’s interpretation of the code
that graphics are considered signage and need to comply with the City’s sign area and
length standards. In accordance with the Planning Commission’s previous direction, the
applicant has modified the sign plan by eliminating some of the graphic area proposed on
the building.- Graphics are proposed on the fascia of the station canopy and on a portion
of the building.

Staff has reviewed the proposal and believes the sign plan is reasonable and in keeping
with the spirit and intent of the sign ordinance and comprehensive sign plan criteria.
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While the proposed graphic area exceeds the area and length permitted, this design does
add visual interest to the structures. The use of graphics is similar to those graphics,
architectural elements and use of color on other fuel stations in the community which
have been previously approved by the City. The proposed deviations result in a more
unified sign package that is compatible with community standards. The deviations will
not confer a special privilege to the applicant.

RECOMMENDATION

The applicant has revised the sign plan in response to comments received from the
Planning Commission at the March 26™ meeting. The proposed changes reduce the
deviations needed for the sign plan, specifically relating to the use of graphics on the
building and canopy. The plan proposed is reasonable based on the orientation of the
building, use of the facility as a fuel station and other sign packages approved by the City
for similar uses. Staff is recommending the Commission forward a recommendation of
approval to the City Council for the sign plan. Approval is subject to the following
conditions:

1. The signs shall comply with the plans submitted for the Comprehensive Sign Plan
application. Any significant change will require review by the Planning Commission
and City Council.

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

Attachments

1) March 26 Planning Commission Minutes

2) Location Map

3) Aerial

4) Photograph — Existing Site

5) Submitted Plans
1. March canopy and wall signage
2. Revised canopy and wall signage
3. Freestanding sign
4. Incidential signs

6) Proposed Motion

t:/2013pcf/24779-13-06/06-25-13pcreport



























Commissioner Schumer stated that he supports the staff recommendation. He would also
support lengthening the time between message changes, not five minutes but 1 or 2 minutes.

Chair Solomonson asked if the applicant would be willing to wait until the ordinance changes are
completed. Mr. Hamilton stated that the applicant may be willing to wait until ordinance
changes are made because this is a significant investment.

City Attorney Filla stated that if the ordinance is going to be more restrictive, then what is passed
~ here should also be restrictive. He cautioned the Commission to give themselves time for
consideration before taking action. He suggested possible adoption of a sign moratorium until
the ordinance is completed.

MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Proud to table this
matter and extend the review period from 60 to 120 days.

VOTE: Ayes-5 Nays - 1 (McCool)

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer to recommend the City Council establish a city wide
moratorium on new signage until the Comprehensive Plan is amended.

Ms. Nordine suggested not putting a moratorium on all comprehensive sign plans but only on
message center signs and not reference the Comprehensive Plan.

The motion died for lack of a second.
AMENDED MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Wenner to
recommend the City Council establish a city wide moratorium on message center signs

for a period of one year.

Discussion:

Commissioner McCool stated that he will vote against the motion. A moratorium is a blunt
instrument, and he believes the Commission has a good idea of what the ordinance will be. He
would prefer to take action on the applications put forward.

VOTE: Ayes -5 Nays - 1 (McCool)

COMPREHENSIVE SIGN PLAN

FILE NO.: 2479-13-06
APPLICANT: LAWRENCE SIGN
LOCATION: 3592 LEXINGTON AVENUE

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick




A Comprehensive Sign Plan has been submitted by Lawrence Sign on behalf of Northern Tier
Retail to rebrand the existing fuel station, car wash and convenience store to a SuperAmerica.
The free standing sign has been refaced. Permits were administratively reviewed and approved.
Two wall signs are proposed, one on the building to be visible from County Road E and
Lexington; and one on the fuel island canopy that would only be visible from County Road E.
Also, a variety of incidental signs are proposed. The building and canopy are oriented
perpendicular to the intersection of Lexington and County Road E. The property is zoned C2,
General Commercial. The building and canopy were built in 1991. There have been a number
of ownership changes.

A Comprehensive Sign Plan is required when two or more of one sign type is proposed, or when
there is a deviation from the code. Code requires that no more than 10% of wall elevation area
may be used and 20% of the length of the wall.

The application shows that the northeast building wall elevation area is 600 square feet with a
length of 50 feet. The sign copy is 59.6 square feet or 10% of the wall area and 22.7 feet long, or
45.4% of the wall length. The graphics and copy is 33% of the wall area and 100% of the length.
On the canopy fascia, the elevation area is 528 square feet. The sign copy is 27.6 square feet and
15.4 feet in length. The copy and graphics area is 100% of the fascia area on all elevations
except the south southeast.

The freestanding sign complies with code. There are 12 incidental signs with area of 32 square
feet. Striping counts toward the permitted sign area. Illuminated canopy bands include the
rooftop equipment enclosure. The wall, canopy and incidental signs total 119.2 square feet or
19.9% of the wall elevation area, which is double what is permitted.

Staff is not able to make affirmative findings for a practical difficulty that justify the deviations.
The extensive use of the pin stripe graphics exceeds the permitted areas, and the graphics is the
dominant feature of the site. Staffis recommending the application be forwarded to the City
Council with a recommendation for denial.

Mr. Wérwick stated that the graphics are the most difficult to reconcile. It comprises 33 % of
wall area and 100% of the canopy. The copy, although larger than allowed, makes the business
visible from County Road E and Lexington. The sign code does allow for signature architecture.

Commissioner Ferrington asked if there would be any way to salvage this application. Mr.
Warwick stated that discussions have extended over several months. He believes the
recommendation to deny is appropriate.

Chair Solomonson asked if siding were used as a band, there would be no deviation. Mr.
Warwick stated that there is a fine line between unique architecture features and graphics. The
definition is not clear in the code. He agreed there may be options to integrate the look into the
building rather than using graphics.
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Mr. Mike Waich, 8620 Elliott Avenue, Bloomington, from Lawrence Sign, stated that this site
is not a normal SuperAmerica site. The gray striping could be taken out. Ms. Nordine suggested
tabling and bring it back next month.

Commissioner Proud stated that the graphic is more appealing than the plain wall.

Commissioner McCool agreed, although there may be too much. He suggested eliminating the
second tier on the building. Code allows deviation. The code is arbitrary because a molding
stripe would not comply, but a vinyl one would. He would like to see some branding remain to
identify the site. One alternative would be to remove the banding from the building but leave it
on the canopy. Some logos can be dropped to save space.

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Proud to table this
application to allow the applicant to revise plans to show alternatives and to
extend the review period to 120 days.

VOTE: Ayes - 6 Nays -0

PUBLIC HEARING - TEXT AMENDMENT - RESIDENTIAL SETBACK
REGULATIONS

FILE NO.: 2433-11-26
APPLICANT: CITY OF SHOREVIEW

LOCATION: CITY WIDE
City Attorney Filla stated that proper notice has been given for the public hearing.

In lieu of a presentation and the fact that there was no further taping capacity for this meeting,
Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing because it was noticed.

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Wenner to table the public hearing.
VOTE: Ayes -6 Nays -0

MISCELLANEQUS

City Council Assignments

Commissioners Ferrington and Schumer will respectively attend the April 1st and April 15th
City Council meetings.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to adjourn the
meeting at 11:02 p.m.
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