
 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Agenda Date: 8/24/2015 
 Agenda Item: 14.c  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

Item Description: Request for approval of a preliminary plat at 2668 – 2688 Lexington 
Avenue (the southeast corner of Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive, 
excluding the County Cycles property)  
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APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Applicant: United Properties 

Property Owner: United Properties, City of Roseville 

Open House Meeting: none required (proposed plat yields fewer than 4 lots) 

Application Submission: received on July 2, 2015; considered complete on July 27, 2015 

City Action Deadline: September 11, 2015, City Code §1102.01E 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
Land Use Context 

 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site Multi-family residential HR HDR-1 

North One-family residential, detached LR/NB LDR-1/NB 

West 
Small-scale retail/ 
City Hall campus 

NB/ 
IN 

NB\ 
INST 

East 
One-family residential, detached/ 
Condominium 

LR/ 
HR 

LDR-1/ 
HDR-1 

South Multi-family residential HR HDR-1 

Natural Characteristics: The site includes many trees, steep slopes, and pond/wetland area. 

Planning File History: PF3018: (1998) purchase of the 2668 Lexington Avenue parcel by 
City of Roseville as part of the Housing Replacement Program to 
replace deteriorating lower-value housing with new homes or multi-
family housing 

PF3202: (2000) approval of the sale of the 2668 Lexington Avenue 
parcel to a private developer, “contingent upon successful approval of 
a Planned Unit Development for senior housing” on the land are that is 
mostly identical to the present plat proposal 

PF3519: (2003) Planning Commission review of a sketch plan for the 
senior housing development; no formal application for approval was 
ever submitted 

kari.collins
Pat T
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Planning Commission Action: 
On August 5, 2015, the Planning Commission unanimously 
recommended approval of the proposed preliminary plat, subject to 
certain conditions. 

PROPOSAL 1 

United Properties proposes to plat the property into two lots: a large lot, owned by United 2 

Properties, for development of a proposed Cherrywood Pointe facility, and a small lot owned by 3 

City of Roseville, which may be used for providing access from Lexington Avenue into this 4 

development site as well as into other future development(s) generally south of the City-owned 5 

parcel. Approving the proposed plat would not confer any ownership or development rights on 6 

the City-owned parcel to United Properties. The City’s intent in participating in the plat 7 

application as a property owner is to resolve the apparent overlap in legal descriptions as shown 8 

on the plat and to facilitate negotiation with United Properties with respect to the possible 9 

transfer of ownership or access rights on that parcel. The proposed preliminary plat information, 10 

the staff analysis presented in the Request for Planning Commission Action, and other 11 

supporting documentation, as well as draft public hearing minutes, are included with this report 12 

as RCA Exhibit A. 13 

The updated preliminary plat (included with this RCA as Exhibit B) meets or exceeds all 14 

applicable requirements, and the Planning Commission’s approval recommendation included 15 

five conditions as follow: 16 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm 17 

water management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable 18 

standards prior to the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site 19 

improvements; 20 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 21 

from the watershed district; 22 

c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 23 

accounting for any impacts not yet anticipated, by the Community Development 24 

Department; 25 

d. Vacation of the existing sewer easement and dedication of the proposed replacement 26 

sewer easement shall be addressed in conjunction with the Public Improvement Contract 27 

that will be required for the reconstruction of the sewer infrastructure related to those 28 

easements; 29 

e. The applicant shall pay park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500.00 per unit; 30 

f. The applicant shall complete a traffic study for this project. The traffic study will be 31 

reviewed by, and any required mitigation efforts approved by, the City Engineer prior to 32 

the issuance of a building permit; and 33 

g. The applicant is aware that any future variance requests will be reviewed on their merits, 34 

and the platting process does not have any impact on the variance process, if needed, in 35 

the future. 36 

Since the Planning Commission met, the applicant has continued working with Public Works 37 

staff on the engineering-related plans, and has begun coordinating with Roseville’s consulting 38 
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traffic engineers to perform the traffic study required in condition “f” of the recommended 39 

approval. 40 

Recommended condition “g” was added by the Planning Commission largely in recognition of 41 

the fact that the tree replacement required as a product of proposed tree removal for the 42 

development may represent more trees than can be reasonably planted on the property. The City 43 

is presently considering revisions to the tree preservation requirements, and these revisions may 44 

provide the ability for developers to plant required replacement trees in approved off-site 45 

locations (e.g., neighboring properties, nearby parks, or adjacent boulevards) or the option to 46 

contribute money to a tree-planting fund in lieu of installing more trees on a development site 47 

than that site can reasonably accommodated. While this zoning amendment might provide 48 

United Properties some flexibility in meeting this requirement by the time the development site 49 

is ready to accommodate newly-planted trees, any such amendments have yet to be fully 50 

considered and approved and, if United Properties is unable to satisfy tree replacement (or other) 51 

requirements in place at the time development occurs or replacement trees are to be planted, a 52 

variance may be required. 53 

PUBLIC COMMENT 54 

The public hearing for this application was held by the Planning Commission on August 5, 2015. 55 

Several members of the public spoke about the proposal, and the primary concerns were related 56 

to pedestrian safety in light of increased traffic. Because this application did not require the 57 

developer to host an open house meeting, no such informal meeting was held prior to the public 58 

hearing and members of the public were generally unaware of the development plans. United 59 

Properties had been intending to hold an open house-style meeting to introduce their plans to the 60 

neighborhood, but they were waiting until they had enough detail about both the Cherrywood 61 

Pointe project as well as the Applewood Pointe project proposed nearby; as of the time this RCA 62 

was drafted, United Properties was preparing to hold the open house. After discussing the 63 

application and the public comment received during to the hearing, the Planning Commission 64 

voted unanimously to recommend approval of the proposed preliminary plat. At the time this 65 

report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any additional public comments. 66 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 67 

Pass a motion approving the proposed preliminary Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington plat, 68 

dated August 3, 2015 and generally comprising the property at 2668 – 2688 Lexington Avenue, 69 

based on the findings and recommendation of the Planning Commission and the content of this 70 

RCA, subject to the following conditions: 71 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm water 72 

management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards prior to 73 

the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 74 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 75 

from the watershed district; 76 

c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 77 

accounting for any changes to grading, utility, or storm water plans not yet anticipated, by 78 

the Community Development Department; 79 

d. Vacation of the existing sewer easement and dedication of the proposed replacement sewer 80 

easement shall be addressed in conjunction with the Public Improvement Contract that will 81 

be required for the reconstruction of the sewer infrastructure related to those easements; 82 
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e. The applicant shall pay park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500.00 per unit; 83 

f. The applicant shall complete a traffic study for this project. The traffic study will be 84 

reviewed by, and any required mitigation efforts approved by, the City Engineer prior to the 85 

issuance of a building permit; and 86 

g. The applicant is aware that any future variance requests will be reviewed on their merits, and 87 

the platting process does not have any impact on the variance process, if needed, in the 88 

future. 89 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 90 

A) Pass a motion to table the item for future action. Tabling beyond September 11, 2015 91 

may require an agreement to extend the 60-day action deadline established in City Code 92 

§1102.01 to avoid statutory approval. 93 

B) By motion, deny the request. Denial should be supported by specific findings of fact 94 

based on the City Council’s review of the application, applicable City Code regulations, 95 

and the public record. 96 

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com 

RCA Exhibits: A: 8/5/2015 RPCA packet and draft 
public hearing minutes 

B: Updated preliminary plat drawings 
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION Agenda Item: 5b 

Division Approval Agenda Section 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Item Description: Request for approval of a preliminary plat (PF15-010) 
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APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Applicant: United Properties 

Location: 2668 – 2688 Lexington Avenue (the southeast corner of Lexington 
Avenue and Woodhill Drive, excluding the County Cycles property) 

Property Owner: United Properties, City of Roseville 

Open House Meeting: none required (plat yields fewer than 4 lots) 

Application Submission: received on July 2, 2015; considered complete on July 27, 2015 

City Action Deadline: September 11, 2015, City Code §1102.01E 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
Land Use Context 
 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site Multi-family residential HR HDR-1 

North One-family residential, detached LR/NB LDR-1/NB 

West 
Small-scale retail/ 
City Hall campus 

NB/ 
IN 

NB\ 
INST 

East 
One-family residential, detached/ 
Condominium 

LR/ 
HR 

LDR-1/ 
HDR-1 

South Multi-family residential HR HDR-1 

Natural Characteristics: The site includes many trees, steep slopes, and pond/wetland area. 1 

Planning File History: PF3018: (1998) purchase of the 2668 Lexington Avenue parcel by 2 

City of Roseville as part of the Housing Replacement Program to 3 

replace deteriorating lower-value housing with new homes or multi-4 

family housing 5 

PF3202: (2000) approval of the sale of the 2668 Lexington Avenue 6 

parcel to a private developer, “contingent upon successful approval of 7 

a Planned Unit Development for senior housing” on the land are that is 8 

mostly identical to the present plat proposal 9 

PF3519: (2003) Planning Commission review of a sketch plan for the 10 

senior housing development; no formal application for approval was 11 

ever submitted 12 

RCA Exhibit A
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LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING 

Action taken on a plat request is quasi-judicial; the 
City’s role is to determine the facts associated with the 
request, and weigh those facts against the legal standards 
contained in State Statute and City Code. 

PROPOSAL 13 

United Properties proposes to develop the subject 14 

property as an assisted living and memory care facility. 15 

The proposed preliminary plat documentation is 16 

included with this report as Attachment C. While the 17 

proposal shows access to the development across the City-owned parcel (2668 Lexington 18 

Avenue) and the plat is intended to include the City-owned parcel, the preliminary plat drawing 19 

available at the time this report was prepared did not show this entire parcel within the plat 20 

boundary. Planning Division staff anticipates that the plat drawing will be updated in time to 21 

present to the Planning Commission as a bench handout. It should also be noted that approving 22 

the proposed plat would not confer any ownership or development rights on the City-owned 23 

parcel to United Properties. The City’s intent in participating in the plat application as a property 24 

owner is to resolve the apparent overlap in legal descriptions as shown on the plat and to 25 

facilitate negotiation with United Properties with respect to the possible transfer of ownership or 26 

development rights on that parcel. 27 

When exercising the so-called “quasi-judicial” authority on a plat request, the role of the City is 28 

to determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply those facts to the legal 29 

standards contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the 30 

application meets the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety, 31 

and general welfare, then the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, 32 

able to add conditions to a plat approval to ensure that the likely impacts to parks, schools, roads, 33 

storm sewers, and other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately 34 

addressed. Proposals may also be modified to promote the public health, safety, and general 35 

welfare, and to provide for the orderly, economic, and safe development of land, and to promote 36 

housing affordability for all levels. 37 

PRELIMINARY PLAT ANALYSIS 38 

As a preliminary plat of multi-family-zoned property, neither the zoning nor subdivision codes 39 

establish minimum requirements for area or width of lots, but the proposal is subject to the 40 

easement standards of the subdivision code, established in Chapter 1103 (Design Standards) of 41 

the City Code. 42 

City Code §1103.04 (Easements): Drainage and utility easements 12 feet in width, centered on 43 

side and rear property lines, are required where necessary. The proposed plat meets this 44 

requirement. 45 

Roseville’s Public Works Department staff have been working with the applicant to address the 46 

requirements related to grading and drainage, the utilities that will be necessary to serve the 47 

contemplated development as well as existing infrastructure that traverses the property, and 48 

dedication of additional right-of-way to Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive. With respect to 49 

right-of-way, Ramsey County Traffic Engineer, Erin Laberee, has alerted City staff to the fact 50 

RCA Exhibit A
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that another 16.5 feet of right-of-way will need to be dedicated for Lexington Avenue, beyond 51 

what is shown in the current documents, to meet the requirements of Ramsey County’s Major 52 

Street Plan. Even if these engineering plans are not discussed in more detail at the public hearing, 53 

actions by the Planning Commission and the City Council typically include conditions that such 54 

plans must ultimately meet the approval of Public Works staff. To that end, the applicant has 55 

addressed the initial comments of Roseville’s Public Works staff, and staff is comfortable that 56 

the current plans are able (perhaps with minor modifications as plans are finalized) to satisfy all 57 

applicable requirements. 58 

Further, the proposed future development will necessitate the reconstruction and relocation of an 59 

existing sewer line, vacation of an associated, existing sewer easement, and dedication of a new 60 

easement for the relocated infrastructure. In order not to prematurely vacate the existing 61 

easement and dedicate a new easement that would be superfluous if the proposed development 62 

does not occur, the preliminary plat can be approved with a condition that the easement vacation 63 

and dedication occur in conjunction with formalizing the Public Improvement Contract that will 64 

be required for construction of the new sewer infrastructure. 65 

City Code specifies that an approved tree preservation plan is a necessary prerequisite for 66 

approval of a preliminary plat. The tree preservation plan (included with this RPCA as part of 67 

Attachment C) indicates the expected removal of about two-thirds of the “significant” trees and 68 

about four-fifths of the “heritage” trees, resulting in an obligation to plant about 1,100 inches 69 

(measured as trunk diameter at breast height) worth of new trees. Based on the minimum 3-inch 70 

trunk diameter for replacement trees, that would translate into about 365 new trees. The tree 71 

preservation plan has been provided to Roseville’s consulting arborist with S&S Tree Service for 72 

his review, and Planning Division staff anticipates being able to answer more detailed questions 73 

that may arise during the public hearing. 74 

A determination has not yet been made regarding park dedication; United Properties is also 75 

working on another residential development of the former Owasso School site at Woodhill Drive 76 

and Victoria Street, and park dedication for this proposal will be incorporated into the larger 77 

negotiation related to the school site. 78 

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on July 9, 23, and 30, 2015 to discuss 79 

this application. All of the feedback from members of the DRC is incorporated into the above 80 

comments pertaining to the zoning and subdivision codes and engineering requirements. 81 

PUBLIC COMMENT 82 

At the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any 83 

communications from members of the public about the proposal. 84 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 85 

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed preliminary plat of Cherrywood Pointe at 86 

Lexington, generally comprising the property at 2668 – 2688 Lexington Avenue, based on the 87 

comments and findings of this report, and subject to the following conditions: 88 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm 89 

water management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards 90 

prior to the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 91 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 92 

from the watershed district; 93 

RCA Exhibit A
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c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 94 

accounting for any impacts not yet anticipated, by the Community Development 95 

Department; and 96 

d. Vacation of the existing sewer easement and dedication of the proposed replacement 97 

sewer easement shall be addressed in conjunction with the Public Improvement Contract 98 

that will be required for the reconstruction of the sewer infrastructure related to those 99 

easements. 100 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 101 

Pass a motion to table the item for future action. Tabling beyond September 11, 2015 may 102 

require extension of the 60-day action deadline established in City Code §1102.01E 103 

By motion, recommend denial of the proposal. A recommendation to deny should be 104 

supported by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s review of the 105 

application, applicable City Code regulations, and the public record. 106 

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com 

Attachments: A: Area map 
B: Aerial photo 

C: Preliminary plat information 
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* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (6/29/2015)

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:

City of Roseville, Community Development Department,

2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

Disclaimer
This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to
be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose
requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies
are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Site Location

LR / LDR-1
Comp Plan / Zoning
Designations

Prepared by:

Community Development Department

Printed: July 30, 2015

Attachment A for Planning File 15-015

0 100 200 Feet

Location Map

L

RCA Exhibit A

Page 5 of 21



MILLWOOD AVENUE W

WOODHILL  DR
OXFORD  ST

Prepared by:

Community Development Department

Printed: July 30, 2015

This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,

information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to

be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare

this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose

requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies

are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),

and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which

arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Site Location

0 50 100
Feet

Location Map

Disclaimer

Attachment B for Planning File 15-015

Data Sources

* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (6/29/2015)

* Aerial Data: MnGeo (4/2012)

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:

City of Roseville, Community Development Department,

2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN L

RCA Exhibit A

Page 6 of 21



RPCA Attachment C

Page 1 of 5

RCA Exhibit A

Page 7 of 21



RPCA Attachment C

Page 2 of 5

RCA Exhibit A

Page 8 of 21



RPCA Attachment C

Page 3 of 5

RCA Exhibit A

Page 9 of 21



T
re

e 
P

re
se

rv
at

io
n

 P
la

n

00 40' 80'

Scale: 1" = 40'

D
at

e:
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

D
ra

w
in

g
 F

ile
: 

k:
\0

21
26

-0
70

\c
ad

\p
ro

po
se

d\
02

12
6-

07
0 

tr
ee

 p
re

se
rv

at
io

n_
07

-1
7-

15
.d

w
g

,  
P

ag
e 

S
et

u
p

: 
--

--
,  

S
h

ee
t 

L
ay

o
u

t:
 L

2.
0

X
R

E
F

S
:  

 X
re

f: 
su

rv
ey

; X
re

f: 
T

IT
LE

 B
LO

C
K

Ju
l 1

7,
 2

01
5

L1.0

TREE PRESERVATION & REPLACEMENT SUMMARY:

SIGNIFICANT TREE
Total: 1154 inches
Removed: 778 inches

Total Significant Trees: 1154 inches x 35% = 404 inches allowed for removal
Replacement: 778 total inches removed - 404 inches = 374 inches over

 374 x 0.5 inches = 187 inches required

HERITAGE TREE
Total: 676 inches
Removed: 556 inches

Total: 676 inches x 15% = 101 inches allowed for removal
Replacement: 556 inches removed - 101 inches allowed = 455 inches over
455 inches x 2 inches required for replacement = 910 inches required for replacement

GRAND TOTAL: 1097 INCHES REQUIRED

Scale: 1" = 40'-0"

SIGNIFICANT TREE INVENTORY AND PRESERVATION PLAN1
L1.0

TREE INVENTORY LIST

TRANSPLANT TWO OAKS

TREE PROTECTION FENCE

SHEET

D
A

T
E

S
C

A
L
E

:

P
L
A

N
 B

Y
:

D
E

S
IG

N
 B

Y
:

C
H

E
C

K
E

D
 B

Y
:

P
R

O
JE

C
T
 N

O
:

R
E

C
O

R
D

 C
O

P
Y

 B
Y

:
D

A
T
E

D
A

T
E

:
L
IC

. 
N

O
:

W
A

S
 P

R
E

P
A

R
E

D
 B

Y
 M

E
 O

R
 U

N
D

E
R

 M
Y

 D
IR

E
C

T
 S

U
P

E
R

V
IS

IO
N

A
N

D
 T

H
A

T
 I 

A
M

 A
 D

U
L
Y

 L
IC

E
N

S
E

D
 R

E
G

IS
T
E

R
E

D
 L

A
N

D
S

C
A

P
E

A
R

C
H

IT
E

C
T
 U

N
D

E
R

 T
H

E
 L

A
W

S
 O

F
 T

H
E

 S
T
A

T
E

 O
F

 M
IN

N
E

S
O

T
A

--
-

--
-

__
__

_-
__

_

A
S

 N
O

T
E

D

F
e
b

. 
1

2
, 
2

0
1

5

R
E

V
IS

IO
N

 N
O

.
E

X
P

L
A

N
A

T
IO

N
I H

E
R

E
B

Y
 C

E
R

T
IF

Y
 T

H
A

T
 T

H
IS

 P
L
A

N
, 
S

P
E

C
IF

IC
A

T
IO

N
, 
O

R
 R

E
P

O
R

T

4
0

6
4

6

C
a

n
d

a
c
e
 A

m
b

e
rg

, 
R

L
A

H-

H-
H-

H-
H-

H-
H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

H-

LEGEND:

= HERITAGE TREE

  = HERITAGE TREE REMOVED

  = SIGNIFICANT TREE REMOVED

  = EXEMPT TREE REMOVAL

H-

H-

TREE

TREE

TREE

TREE

H-
H-
H-

E-

E-

E-

E-

E-

E-

E-

E-

E-
E-

E-

RPCA Attachment C

Page 4 of 5

RCA Exhibit A

Page 10 of 21



RPCA Attachment C

Page 5 of 5

RCA Exhibit A

Page 11 of 21



c. PLANNING FILE No. 15-015 1 
Request by United Properties for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of land in the 2 
southeast corner of Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive 3 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-015 at 7:08 p.m. 4 

Member Murphy advised Chair Boguszewski that he would be recusing himself from this 5 
discussion in lieu of any potential conflict of interest, as he was a member of the Board of 6 
Directors for a Cooperative that was still doing business with United Properties. Member 7 
Murphy left the bench at 7:09 p.m., and observed from the audience through completion 8 
of the case. 9 

In his review of the staff report and attachments, Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd noted the 10 
Preliminary Plat included was inaccurate as it had omitted in its entirety the city-owned 11 
parcel on the southern most edge, and with the updated August 3, 2015 as displayed at 12 
this time, was shown as Lot 2. Furthermore, Mr. Lloyd noted the original 33’ easement 13 
dedication and information provided in the meeting agenda packet, had been reviewed 14 
and corrected that the actual distance required is 49.5’, as also shown on the updated 15 
plat as displayed. Mr. Lloyd briefly revised that city-owned parcel and the applicant’s plat 16 
not conveying ownership rights to the applicant (United Properties) with negotiations 17 
ongoing as to whether the applicant will be able to access property from another access 18 
point or by crossing the city-owned easement; or if the parcel would be transferred in part 19 
or whole to the applicant. Mr. Lloyd clarified that Preliminary Plat approval does not affect 20 
property ownership, with ultimate approval of those negotiations by the City Council at a 21 
later date. As part of the Preliminary Plat approval, Mr. Lloyd further noted that High 22 
Density Residential (HDR) zoning designation for this property did not address lot sizes 23 
or shape diameters as part of the Subdivision Code and would be reviewed as a separate 24 
process; with only property boundaries addressed as part of the Preliminary Plat approval 25 
as shown on the displayed plat, and ultimate right-of-way dedication corrected as dictated 26 
by Ramsey County during their review of this parcel adjacent to Lexington Avenue, a 27 
county roadway. 28 

Mr. Lloyd reviewed the existing storm sewer easement and infrastructure on the property, 29 
and subsequent proposed vacation and dedication of a new easement and storm sewer 30 
line as part of the new plat. Mr. Lloyd noted that the Public Works/Engineering 31 
Department indicated it was proper to hold off on the vacation element until negotiation 32 
and completion of a Public Improvement Contract ultimately approved by the City Council 33 
to address any easements if and when needed. 34 

As indicated in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd noted the preliminary tree preservation plan, 35 
and advised that the City’s consulting arborist was in the audience to address any 36 
questions with the preliminary calculations based on required tree plantings on the site, 37 
which he noted would change some with the extension of the right-of-way by an 38 
additional 16.5’. Mr. Lloyd noted that, under the current tree preservation ordinance, the 39 
obligation for replanting was quite extensive and would be a challenge on this parcel. Mr. 40 
Lloyd note this further served to indicate the need for revised language as coming before 41 
the Planning Commission and City Council for discussion in the near future in considering 42 
replanting on site, funding the cost of tree planting elsewhere in the city versus on site 43 
and at another location if impractical on a given site; and other potential considerations 44 
moving forward. In this instance and under current City Code for tree preservation, Mr. 45 
Lloyd advised that the applicant may need to apply for a variance when the final tree 46 
calculations are determined. 47 

Mr. Lloyd advised that staff would be recommending an additional or revised condition for 48 
approval as part of their recommendation, since at the time of the staff report; there had 49 
been no recommendation from the City related to a park dedication. 50 

In context, Community Development Director Paul Bilotta noted that this application was 51 
for an easy subdivision. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that this project developer was also 52 
the controlling developer for the former Owasso School site, location of the Owasso 53 
ballfields; and noted that active negotiations were still in play at this time, and therefore 54 
remained confidential, but clarified that some of those elements were in play with this 55 
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project on adjacent land as well. Mr. Bilotta advised that Lot 2 was part of that discussion 56 
for possible inclusion as part of this project, but whether or not it occurred remained in the 57 
negotiation process. Either way, Mr. Bilotta noted that the City ended up with a platted 58 
parcel and in bringing it forward separately was part of the desire not to hold up this 59 
project allowing it to get in the ground this fall. Mr. Bilotta noted that the remaining 60 
project, the former Owasso School site had many complexities; and the latest draft of a 61 
Purchase Agreement separated out the park dedication issue. Therefore, Mr. Bilotta 62 
asked that the Commission add an additional condition that the developer agrees to pay 63 
park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500 per unit, the standard rate, as separated 64 
from the agreement and in negotiations, and therefore was not following the normal 65 
process of the Parks & Recreation Commission making a recommendation. 66 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta advised that, at this time, the developer 67 
estimated a total of 116 units; and confirmed that the $3,500 park dedication fee was a 68 
standard per unit cost. 69 

In conclusion, staff recommended approval of the revised Preliminary Plat dated August 70 
3, 2015 including Lot 2; based on the conditions outlined in the staff report, in addition to 71 
the additional condition as detailed by Mr. Bilotta. Mr. Lloyd suggested that, given the 72 
uncertainty with the quantity of trees or another means to accommodate their 73 
replacement, Condition C be revised to address tree preservation/replacement as an 74 
obligation of subsequent Final Plat approval by the City Council. 75 

Chair Boguszewski clarified that, if Condition C remained as currently written in the staff 76 
report, and subsequently it was found that getting 365 trees on the site after construction, 77 
the applicant could then choose to come forward with a Variance request; to which Mr. 78 
Lloyd responded affirmatively, similar to that process used by Pizza Lucé as an example. 79 

Given the sensitivity of and interest by the community in tree preservation, and personally 80 
as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski asked that staff make sure that it is 81 
clearly understood by the applicant that any future Variance is not a given, but any actual 82 
application to the Variance Board would be thoughtfully considered, and if the Preliminary 83 
Plat was approved tonight it should in no way indicate to the applicant or give them any 84 
signal that a future Variance application would be granted. 85 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd clarified the location of the replacement storm 86 
water easement. 87 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that the identity of the city-88 
owned parcel, identified as Lot 2, was addressed as 2668 Lexington Avenue N. Also, Mr. 89 
Lloyd confirmed for Member Cunningham that because this subdivision was for less than 90 
four lots, it did not meet the threshold requiring that the developer hold an open house; 91 
with the proposal involving three lots, but creating two lots under the revised Preliminary 92 
Plat. 93 

At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Bilotta confirmed that current negotiations would 94 
determine ultimate ownership of Lot 2; originally a single-family lot, but currently 95 
designated multi-family zoning. As part of those negotiations, Mr. Bilotta confirmed for 96 
Member Gitzen that easements and access points would be addressed; and any further 97 
title and boundary issues would be resolved prior to the Final Plat approval and included 98 
in documents and maps filed and recorded with Ramsey County. 99 

As noted by Member Gitzen, Mr. Lloyd clarified that his intent was not to indicate any 100 
additional dedication required on the north end on Woodhill Drive, but simply to recognize 101 
that street with rights-of-way for verification through the process. 102 

Member Bull asked for staff to address the characteristics for the driveway on Lot 2, and 103 
whether there would be additional hard cover to extend the driveway. 104 

Mr. Bilotta advised that, while this is a city lot, as part of the broader look with any and all 105 
property acquisition, it was intended as the entry point to serve this area, along with any 106 
necessary easements for surrounding properties as part of the larger development for 107 
adjacent parcels (e.g. Old Owasso School site). Mr. Bilotta noted that the City would 108 
prefer that location as the access point versus the currently controlled access point, 109 
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based on Lexington Avenue being a county road and grade issues, as well as its location 110 
directly across the road from the Fire Station. Mr. Bilotta advised that that preference was 111 
to pull access points as far away from that intersection as possible without sliding them 112 
further into and creating issues at County Road C and Lexington Avenue to the south. 113 
When developed, Mr. Bilotta noted the result would achieve better traffic safety and one 114 
versus multiple access points on Lexington Avenue. 115 

If the ownership of Lot 2 is not transferred, Member Stellmach asked if it would be 116 
possible for that access point to be moved further north or if there were additional 117 
restrictions. 118 

Mr. Bilotta responded that if Lot 2 was ultimately not part of the project, reminding the 119 
Commission that it was not approving any Preliminary Site Plan for that portion of the 120 
project (Old Owasso School site) at this time, the applicant would need to propose an 121 
alternative for City and Ramsey Council approval, whether further north or requiring a 122 
redesign of the project with no access off Lexington Avenue. 123 

At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Bilotta noted that no traffic studies had been 124 
required, since this was proposed as an assisted living use, and therefore any significant 125 
increase in vehicles per day would be minimal. From his best recollection, and without 126 
benefit of data at hand, Mr. Bilotta estimated current traffic volumes for Oxford Street, 127 
Woodhill Drive and Lexington Avenue. 128 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the proposed facility was 2-3 129 
levels, with the lower level of the facility being 10-12’ below the driveway coming off 130 
Lexington Avenue, and with two entry points, one at the top level and one lower. 131 
However, Mr. Lloyd advised that, at this Preliminary Plat approval point, staff had yet to 132 
review any building plan specifics beyond that proposed to ensure grading was 133 
sufficiently addressed, including elevations and floor plans to see how levels related to 134 
one another. 135 

Based on the traffic expectations addressed by staff in their report, Chair Boguszewski 136 
asked if staff was comfortable that current development plans would address current and 137 
future traffic on Lexington Avenue with only minor adjustments. Given the back-up 138 
already evident on Lexington Avenue, Chair Boguszewski opined that it was important to 139 
address and make sense of any additional traffic generated by this project. While 140 
recognizing the validity of staff’s comments that as an assisted living/memory care 141 
facility, traffic would be negligible from residents living on site, Chair Boguszewski noted 142 
that there would be traffic generated from staff and visitors and vendors accessing the 143 
site. Therefore, Chair Boguszewski noted such a development application would typically 144 
include a traffic study, while staff was indicating they found it not to be a challenge in this 145 
case; and suggested – if possible – the Commission may prefer to make it a condition of 146 
approval serving to satisfy the Commission and community that an additional level of 147 
vetting had been pursued. 148 

Mr. Bilotta had since obtained current traffic number data from his office; and advised 149 
that, whether or not a traffic study was deemed appropriate, the Commission could add it 150 
as a condition for approval. While an assisted living facility would generate less traffic, 151 
since it is a large facility located on a county roadway, Mr. Bilotta advised that as part of 152 
their approval, Ramsey County may require a traffic study as well. Therefore, Mr. Bilotta 153 
stated that he saw no problem adding that as a condition for approval of the Preliminary 154 
Plat. At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta confirmed that a traffic study would 155 
indicate the level of intensity at which the developer could build. 156 

Member Cunningham asked if there was a reason why access had to be on Lexington 157 
Avenue as opposed to Oxford Street, opining that an access point there seemed of less 158 
impact to her. 159 

Mr. Paschke reviewed the location of the propose main access, as well as drop-off and 160 
pick-up points for workers and/or guests of Oxford Street and Woodhill Drive, considered 161 
as the back parking lot due to grade and what seemed to work out most appropriately. 162 
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From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski addressed internal traffic circulation 163 
for this HDR designated property and steps to adequately address and not degrade the 164 
quality of life for those single-family residential properties in the area. Chair Boguszewski 165 
recognized that the project itself would need to meet design standards of current City 166 
Code, with the proposed front facing Lexington Avenue in accordance with that Code, 167 
thereby identifying access off Lexington Avenue versus off the back of the building site. 168 
However, if the applicant and City ultimately determine that a better way could be found 169 
to address traffic concerns, even against City Code, Chair Boguszewski clarified that this 170 
was something that would and could come before the Commission for a Variance to 171 
adjust that issue. 172 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Bilotta further reviewed traffic volume calculations in 173 
this area, currently and with the addition of 116 units for assistant living housing; and 174 
compared this development with that of the Lexington Apartment complex immediately to 175 
the north with approximately 258 general occupancy units (e.g. multiple vehicles per 176 
unit). While not in any way attempting to defend or make insignificant concerns and 177 
potential issues with traffic, Mr. Bilotta did note that any time a vacant lot developed with 178 
a large building, it was intimidating and created some fear. 179 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the process for Preliminary 180 
Plat approval: with the public hearing before the Planning Commission, followed by City 181 
Council action on the Preliminary Plat based on the Commission’s recommendation; if 182 
approved, the applicant proceeds to the Final Plat (intended to be the finalized version of 183 
the Preliminary Plat) that would return to the City Council for their final review and action 184 
for approval or denial; and eventual recording of the Final Plat with Ramsey County for 185 
perpetuity. 186 

At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the property was currently 187 
zoned HDR; and since the actual development plan had yet to be reviewed or approved, 188 
the number of units and size of the area with or without Lot 2 was not yet done. 189 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta was charged with drafting appropriate 190 
language for an additional condition requiring a traffic study as part of the Commission’s 191 
recommendation to the City Council. 192 

Applicant/Developer Representative, Mark Nelson, United Properties 193 
Mr. Nelson addressed questions raised by commissioners from the developer’s 194 
perspective. Specific to Lot 2, Mr. Nelson suggested this not be a major concern at this 195 
time, as the developer negotiated on a broader front and based on the long-term vision 196 
for the access to Lexington Avenue for this parcel and location of the bike shop on the 197 
corner and potential access further to the south. In that overall context, as noted on the 198 
displayed preliminary plat and general site plan, Mr. Nelson advised that during 199 
discussions with Ramsey County Engineers, it had become apparent that access on Lot 200 
2 was their preferred location as alluded to by Mr. Bilotta; and equidistant between the 201 
two lots and as shown on these preliminary drawings. Technically, Mr. Nelson noted that 202 
the plan works without that access and could work on Lot 1; but it was the intent of the 203 
developer to accommodate the broader vision. 204 

In focusing on just this development and not the overall plan for this block, Mr. Nelson 205 
noted and displayed the current tree preservation plan, noting that some on Lexington 206 
Avenue and others on Woodhill Drive were not included for saving due to their species 207 
and whether considered significant under current city code language. Since this was 208 
moving into more detailed information than necessary or currently available at this time 209 
under a preliminary plat approval, Mr. Nelson advised that the developer was happy to 210 
reasonably accommodate city code as it relates to tree preservation. 211 

As to why the site plan was laid out as shown, Mr. Nelson advised that they ran into fill on 212 
the eastern portion of the site, directly in half on Woodhill Drive – apparently consisting of 213 
road debris which they had attempted to address through the site plan, as it would prove 214 
a herculean effort to completely remove it from those parcels. As previously mentioned 215 
by Mr. Paschke, Mr. Nelson noted that current city code design standards call for the 216 
front door of the development on Lexington Avenue, so the intent was to not make that 217 
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too far away, while still allowing for some parking off Lexington Avenue and an 218 
aesthetically pleasing streetscape. 219 

Regarding grading of the site and levels for entries, Mr. Nelson clarified those levels, 220 
each accessed differently; and reviewed locations for employee, visitor and other parking 221 
and signage to direct that internal traffic flow for the best functioning of the site. 222 

Regarding concerns about an overlap to the east, Mr. Nelson stated he did not feel there 223 
was an overlap, even though the updated survey called out Lot 2, with that city-owned 224 
parcel overlapping on the development; and advised that a similar situation occurred 225 
between their internal lots with a current small single-family home on the lot. Mr. Nelson 226 
advised that the original plat was very old and inaccurate legal descriptions had occurred 227 
with titles over time, but in reality there was no additional overlap on the east to his 228 
knowledge. 229 

Specific to density, Mr. Nelson noted that this property was currently zoned high-density 230 
residential (HDR), and given the size of the parcel could accommodate about 118-120 231 
units; with their development anticipating 115 units of assisted living/memory care; and 232 
providing for one guest suite for family, making a total of 116 total units in the proposed 233 
four-story building; with all parking at the first level. 234 

Mr. Nelson advised that even though HDR was the designated zoning for this type of 235 
density, with no access system surrounding the development according to current code 236 
requirements, the developer was willing to conduct a traffic study to address any 237 
concerns of the neighbors or city. 238 

In conclusion, Mr. Nelson stated that United Properties was a local developer, having 239 
worked in and around Roseville for a number of years, previously known for commercial 240 
developments, and then moving onto senior residential housing options, developing the 241 
first cooperative housing option in Roseville opened in 2004 at the former Ralph Reeder 242 
School site. Mr. Nelson noted this had served as a flagship development for their firm, 243 
and provided pictures of phases of the Langton Lake development and redevelopment of 244 
that area they’d achieved even during the recent recession, as well as additional housing 245 
options they’d constructed since then and over the last twelve years, and meeting a large 246 
need for various senior housing options and services in today’s marketplace. Mr. Nelson 247 
provided examples from other metropolitan communities as well and samples of their 248 
architectural variability. 249 

Chair Boguszewski noted that this proposed development was well within the scale and 250 
mass of current city code that was a potential expectation of this type of site. 251 

Mr. Nelson expressed United Properties’ interest in further development as negotiations 252 
continue for the adjacent properties (former Owasso School site); offering that their intent 253 
was to hold a joint open house for both sites and developments at that point. However, 254 
since this project was ready to go, Mr. Nelson advised that they had decided to move 255 
forward at this time for this part of the project. Mr. Nelson apologized to surrounding 256 
neighbors if this created any concern on their part in not giving them an opportunity 257 
through an open house to view the proposal and comment on it at that time, even though 258 
the size and zoning for this project did not require that such an open house be held. 259 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Nelson advised that an anticipated 35 FTE (full-260 
time equivalent employees) with a total of fifty employees, with shifts probably in the 261 
range of 25-30 employees per shift. Mr. Nelson further responded that he would 262 
anticipate peak hour traffic during those shift changes to be about 30-35 vehicles based 263 
on their other sites of similar size. 264 

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Nelson clarified the entrances to the site from 265 
Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive in accessing the first level of the buildings as 266 
grading changes on the lot. 267 
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Public Comment 268 

Mike Flanagan, 1016 Woodhill 269 
Mr. Flanagan reminded everyone that Woodhill Drive was still a county road, which 270 
should be considered in discussions regarding easements. 271 

Also, noting current stormwater pooling during heavy rains on the 1059 and 1051 272 
addressed parcels, Mr. Flanagan asked that developers use caution in moving and 273 
relocating stormwater management to take advantage of the lowest point on Woodhill 274 
Drive to move water as quickly as possible, which he’d frequently seen ready up to 4’ and 275 
stall vehicles. Mr. Flanagan also noted the existing stormwater pone at the bottom of 276 
County Road C and that connection with Lake Bennett; and asked that drainage from this 277 
new development, including oil and fuel from vehicles on site, be addressed to ensure an 278 
environmental collection point is available to handle those new materials and filter them 279 
before reaching the lake. 280 

While understanding this is a preliminary plat, Mr. Flanagan stated “we love our trees,” 281 
and noted a recent development (Josephine Heights) immediately north on Lexington 282 
Avenue where a majority of the mature trees had been removed to make room for the 283 
development, with 400 removed and not many replaced. Mr. Flanagan questioned 284 
whether, in reality, 360 trees could be fit back on this parcel after development; and 285 
suggested looking at facilitating some of those required replacement trees along Wood 286 
hill Drive as boulevard trees, since many of the existing trees along that roadway are 287 
mature and starting to die. Mr. Flanagan further noted perhaps the allotted tree 288 
replacement could be handled through new trees for residents in that area as well. 289 

While recognizing that United Properties may be able to replace trees on other lots, since 290 
this will add additional traffic to the area, Mr. Flanagan asked that it be made as attractive 291 
as possible, making it better than it is currently without losing more trees in this existing 292 
natural wildlife area and protecting the integrity of that park-like area. 293 

Regarding any park dedication fee, if it was going to be used elsewhere in the community 294 
instead of immediately adjacent to this site, Mr. Flanagan asked that it not be too far from 295 
the development area to keep the money in the neighborhood. 296 

Mr. Flanagan admitted he and other neighbors were concerned about additional traffic, 297 
especially with weekend traffic being heavier, and in light of the potential development at 298 
the other end of the block having even more impact; again asking that the traffic-related 299 
integrity of the neighborhood also be addressed. 300 

Based on the type of facility and limited resident vehicles for this use, Mr. Flanagan 301 
asked why the developer needed a garage and also asked how large that garage would 302 
be. 303 

Mr. Nelson 304 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Nelson responded that the garage floor would 305 
have approximately fifty parking stalls, and since this facility will offer a continuum of care 306 
and services, there may be a few residents that will initially retain their cars, perhaps 307 
involving up to half of the units. Mr. Nelson advised that depending on the season, some 308 
key staff people may also park their vehicles in the garage. However, Mr. Nelson clarified 309 
that the garage space would provide storage for the facility as well as for residents, 310 
including other building storage that may be required. Mr. Nelson advised that the garage 311 
would not involve the entire building footprint, and with four wings to the building, it would 312 
not involve the wing toward Lexington Avenue in an effort to preserve those existing 313 
trees. 314 

Regarding stormwater management, Mr. Nelson advised that the development proposed 315 
to relocate the sanitary sewer line, not the storm sewer line, since right now, for whatever 316 
reason, if followed a straight line south of Woodhill Drive running directly to their property. 317 
Mr. Nelson advised that the developer was proposing to relocate that sanitary sewer line 318 
to tie it from the south end around the building to the north end of Woodhill Drive. 319 

As far as stormwater management was addressed, Mr. Nelson advised that they would 320 
continue to work with the city and watershed district, with the district already having 321 
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provided conditional approval for their proposal. Mr. Nelson noted this involved a series 322 
of ponds similar to the preliminary plat application materials and staging water collection 323 
at various infiltration points before getting into the existing wetland area to the south. Mr. 324 
Nelson assured everyone that the developer’s intent was to directly address that 325 
sedimentation through plant cleaning the stormwater before it arrived at the wetland area. 326 

Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive 327 
As a resident in this location for fifty-two years and observing the many changes to the 328 
area, Ms. Berry noted her enjoyment during those years in viewing the natural area 329 
directly south of her property. Ms. Berry expressed appreciation that the access on 330 
Woodhill Drive would not be directly across from her property, but asked for further 331 
clarification on the access points. 332 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd clarified access points for the proposed 333 
development in relationship for Ms. Berry. 334 

Ms. Berry expressed concern with the current number of school bus stops and children 335 
along Woodhill Drive, even though it provided a wonderful neighborhood for aging in 336 
place, but asked that the developer and city be aware of and responsive to that safety 337 
concern. 338 

Ms. Berry expressed appreciation for the efforts to save trees, and while realizing 339 
redevelopment was inevitable, she noted the fill – road debris – on site and past 340 
experience with illegal dumping and her many phone calls and staff responses in 341 
regulating and enforcing those activities. 342 

While recognizing this development would result in a significant change to the 343 
neighborhood, she hoped the developer would provide an attractive site, with well-344 
controlled traffic, and that they remain cognizant of children and their safety in that 345 
neighborhood. 346 

Tongue in cheek, Ms. Berry suggested it would be ideal if the facility was built in time for 347 
her to simply move across the street when it came time for her to move from her single-348 
family home. 349 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke advised that typically a traffic study 350 
would use vehicle counters to study raw traffic data and how traffic was disbursing from 351 
the area during morning and evening peak hours. However, Mr. Paschke advised that he 352 
was not sure it would specifically address school bus traffic. 353 

Benna Sydow, 2750 N Oxford Street 354 
Mr. Sydow questioned the number of surface area parking spaces in the development. 355 

Mr. Nelson responded that approximately fifty were anticipated, similar to the number 356 
offered in the garage area; with 6-8 spaces on the Lexington Avenue side, and the 357 
remaining located on the Woodhill Drive/Oxford Street side. 358 

Mr. Sydow expressed his concern with garbage trucks and access to the site; as well as 359 
accommodating sidewalks for pedestrians in the area, especially given the number of 360 
children in the neighborhood and accessing Central park. Mr. Sydow opined that such an 361 
accommodation as part of this development would be greatly appreciated to get 362 
pedestrians off the street and improve safety. 363 

Mr. Sydow further opined that this type of project is encouraging for Roseville and the 364 
need for senior housing; and expressed his appreciation of the possibility of being able to 365 
simply move down the street when the time came to consider other housing options. 366 

Dwight Gange, 2723 Oxford Street 367 
Mr. Gange sought clarification as to the traffic study and whether it looked at foot traffic or 368 
just that of vehicles. 369 

Chair Boguszewski responded that generally the traffic study calculated vehicle traffic 370 
and differences between current and projected increases. 371 
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Mr. Gange asked if this facility included independent and assisted living units, opining 372 
that depending on how many were independent units it could also impact not only 373 
vehicular traffic but pedestrian traffic in the neighborhood. 374 

Mr. Nelson confirmed that both would be included, and the percentage breakdowns 375 
between the two types of units would vary, depending on the need. Mr. Nelson estimated 376 
initially independent units may represent about one-third or 40% of the available units 377 
based on their other facilities and projected needs in the community and area; but 378 
reiterated that this would ebb and flow as residents moved from one type of unit to 379 
another. Mr. Nelson suggested about 1/3 of the units not memory care with the remainder 380 
of approximately 30 units for memory care, or 35-50% of the remaining 85 units. 381 

With no one else appearing to speak, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 382 
8:21 p.m. 383 

Commission Discussion 384 
After public comment, Chair Boguszewski opined that he was even more convinced that 385 
a traffic study was needed. While the preliminary plat met all code requirements and it 386 
was recognized that the plan was not written in stone at this point of the development, 387 
Chair Boguszewski stated that there may be other options found and conditions to 388 
address site access, parking and other amendments that could still meet requirements of 389 
city code and serve the site and neighborhood more effectively. 390 

Mr. Lloyd acknowledged that comment; however, he clarified that a preliminary plat’s 391 
intent was at its core required to address boundaries and easements; with the proposal 392 
for actual development illustrated in the meeting materials only intended as a concept 393 
and to help understand engineering work done to-date. 394 

Chair Boguszewski noted conditions for approval of this preliminary plat already outlined 395 
in the staff report as defined by staff; and recognized the potential for additional 396 
conditions as well. 397 

Member Daire sought clarification on the trigger requiring a developer to hold an open 398 
house and how that related to this proposal and preliminary plat. 399 

Mr. Lloyd clarified that, since this development was under the subdivision threshold of 400 
four lots, with it currently being four lots creating two in replatting, the developer had not 401 
been required to hold an open house. 402 

Member Daire noted that this public hearing may represent the only and first opportunity, 403 
given the number of neighbors present in tonight’s audience, that the neighborhood had 404 
gotten details on the project. 405 

Mr. Lloyd acknowledged that this may be the case; but further noted that the process was 406 
typical for a public hearing on a preliminary plat with a development proposal going along 407 
with it on the same parallel course. As Mr. Nelson stated earlier in his comments, Mr. 408 
Lloyd noted that this was the first opportunity for the neighbors to hear the details, and 409 
had offered to hold a non-required informational meeting with neighbors to address this 410 
project along with the one proposed further east of this project as well. 411 

In his service on the City’s Task Force reviewing and revising zoning notification areas, 412 
Member Daire noted that he had become very sensitive to the need to involve neighbors 413 
early on in discussions. As a matter of courtesy, Member Daire suggested it may have 414 
been prudent for the developer to hold an open house prior to tonight’s public hearing. 415 

Mark Nelson 416 
Mr. Nelson reiterated the developer’s commitment to holding an open house, but 417 
admitted the timing had gotten off track, and their original intent had been to discuss both 418 
projects at the same time. However, due to unforeseen issues, Mr. Nelson noted the 419 
former Owasso School site project had been running behind. Mr. Nelson expressed 420 
appreciation for the good feedback and good ideas heard during tonight’s public 421 
comment, and the public process in general to facilitate this dialogue. Mr. Nelson stated 422 
the developer’s commitment to hold an open house as the Owasso School project 423 
proceeds, and clarified that it was not nor had it ever been their intent to skirt any open 424 
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house discussion with neighbors. Mr. Nelson assured neighbors and the commission that 425 
they would follow-up with an open house for both projects in the very near future. 426 

Chair Boguszewski recognized that the developer was operating under current city code 427 
and not being required to hold an open house, and reiterated that the developer was not 428 
attempting to evade holding an open house. 429 

Mr. Nelson noted that, for a considerable time during the planning process, the developer 430 
didn’t even think there would be a need to plat the property for this project, other than 431 
through the administrative approval process. However, once it became evident that the 432 
road right-of-way and 1.5 acre overlap on 50’ of Lot 2 needed to be cleaned up on the 433 
title, Mr. Nelson advised this initiated this more formal process to clarify those issues. 434 

To further clarify for the benefit of the public, Chair Boguszewski noted that both he and 435 
Member Daire served on the Task Force previously referenced by Member Daire; and 436 
further noted that the Task Force was supported by Mr. Paschke and Mr. Bilotta of staff; 437 
with the general intent to look at the current process and triggers requiring notification of 438 
projects with the eye toward improving and probably enlarging the number of property 439 
owners and residents included in notices beyond that of today. Chair Boguszewski 440 
advised that over the last several years, efforts to improve good civic engagement and 441 
address resident issues with an apparent lack of transparency in the past had come forth 442 
based on common courtesy, that the current process needed modification. However, 443 
since nothing had yet been finalized or any recommendations formally presented to the 444 
City Council for formal action, Chair Boguszewski opined that it would be unfair in the 445 
middle of those discussions, to require a developer to meet those higher standards 446 
before they were adopted. 447 

Chair Boguszewski noted that it was prudent that the Roseville public be aware that the 448 
City desired to continue improving the process. 449 

Mr. Paschke noted, in this unique instance, the developer was not required to plat the 450 
property and they could have simply subdivided the property without any project. Mr. 451 
Paschke clarified that when talking about extending the notification process for projects 452 
requiring a formal review and approval process versus the normal administrative process 453 
as guided and zoned, it was not the intent to notify for each and every project coming 454 
forward unless it met certain triggers or thresholds. 455 

Member Daire noted a recent parking lot resurfacing project occurring near a citizen’s 456 
home and their questioning of why they were not notified of that occurring. Member Daire 457 
noted his surprise with that statement, and reiterated that it had made him sensitive to 458 
people needing to know what was going on around them. Member Daire clarified that he 459 
did not intend to suggest this developer was attempting in any way to avoid examination 460 
of their project. 461 

While recognizing no fault with the developer, and specific to the work of the Task Force, 462 
Member Cunningham asked that her colleagues bring this particular example to the Task 463 
Force as evidence of the need to modify current practices and processes. Member 464 
Cunningham noted the need for the developer to be aware of and respond to questions 465 
and concerns of residents before a public hearing at the Planning Commission level. 466 
Member Cunningham expressed appreciation to residents accepting that this property 467 
would be developed and no longer be a vacant lot. However, Member Cunningham 468 
expressed confidence in the developer and their efforts in performing their due diligence 469 
in meeting current requirements; and offered her support of the project moving forward. 470 

Member Stellmach noted that, since this property was zoned HDR, a much denser 471 
project could have been possible. Member Stellmach stated this represented a good 472 
project for the overall neighborhood, and offered his support for the proposal. 473 

Member Gitzen stated the neighbors had brought forward good comments, and thanked 474 
Mr. Nelson for immediately responding to those concerns and comments; and offered his 475 
support of the project. 476 

Member Bull expressed appreciation for the good information received and organization 477 
of the presentation and public comments; and offered his support of the project. 478 
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Finding himself generally supportive of the idea, Member Daire offered his support of the 479 
project as well. 480 

Chair Boguszewski agreed with comments of his colleagues, and as noted by Member 481 
Stellmach something much worse than this proposal on this HDR-zoned parcel could 482 
occur. Chair Boguszewski noted that this addressed the needs for additional senior 483 
housing in the community, and – while not a determining factor – it further met the long-484 
range goals of the community. As long as additional safeguards are added to the 485 
conditions as previously discussed, Chair Boguszewski stated he was comfortable in 486 
supporting the proposal. 487 

Regarding resident comments regarding tree replacement, Chair Boguszewski noted that 488 
while suggestions for planting trees along the Woodhill Drive boulevard or on private 489 
property may be a future possibility, under current code, the developer was required to 490 
replace them on site depending on caliper calculations. Chair Boguszewski noted that 491 
again the City Council was in the process of commission a task force or committee to 492 
look at the current tree preservation process, rules and regulations; and one of the many 493 
ideas talked about going forward was the option for replacing trees off-site. However, 494 
Chair Boguszewski noted that, as written today, the City’s tree preservation ordinance 495 
unfortunately did not allow for that option, but a future concept of a tree canopy for the 496 
overall good of Roseville, and ability to satisfy that replanting elsewhere in the community 497 
may be a recommendation. 498 

On that note, Mr. Paschke advised that the September Planning Commission agenda 499 
tentatively scheduled a presentation of the current tree preservation ordinance and initial 500 
draft for an update, which may shed light on some of those very issues. 501 

Member Daire noted the creative input provided by neighbors tonight in replacing aging 502 
or dying trees on private property using the tree preservation requirements, even though 503 
admitting he didn’t know the legal or other ramifications for such an option. Member Daire 504 
noted the other comment suggesting separating pedestrian and vehicular traffic along a 505 
high volume road such as Lexington Avenue or Woodhill Drive had some validity. 506 
Member Daire questioned if Woodhill was still a county road or had been turned back to 507 
the city. Member Daire opined that separating pedestrian and vehicular traffic as volumes 508 
rise in general throughout the city was a good idea deserving of future consideration. 509 

MOTION 510 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to recommend to 511 
the City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT dated August 3, 512 
2015 for Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington, generally comprising the property at 513 
2668 – 2688 Lexington Avenue; based on the comments, findings, and conditions 514 
contained the project report dated August 5, 2015; amended as follows: 515 

 Revise Condition C as presented in the staff report to state that “The applicant 516 
shall pay park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500 per unit.” 517 

 New Condition: “The applicant shall complete a traffic study for this project. 518 
The traffic study will be reviewed by and any required mitigation efforts 519 
approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.” 520 

 New Condition: “The applicant is hereby made aware that any future variance 521 
requests will be evaluated on their individual merits; and this conditioned 522 
preliminary plat approval does not nor will have any impact on that variance 523 
process, if needed, in the future.” 524 

Ayes: 6 525 
Nays: 0 526 
Abstentions: 1 (Murphy) 527 
Motion carried. 528 

 529 
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