
 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Agenda Date: 9/28/2015 
 Agenda Item: 14.d  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

Item Description: Request for Approval of a Preliminary Plat of the Residential Property at 
2201 Acorn Road into 4 Lots  
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APPLICATION INFORMATION 
Applicant: Arthur Mueller 

Property Owner: Arthur Mueller 

Open House Meeting: held on July 10, 2015 

Application Submission: received and considered complete on July 27, 2015 

City Action Deadline: October 26 2015, per applicant’s extension request 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
Land Use Context 

 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

North One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

West One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

East One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

South One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

Natural Characteristics: The site includes many trees and existing drainage issues on nearby 
parcels. 

Planning File History: PF3766: (2006) denial of 4-lot PUD with a private street based on 
concerns over parking, emergency access, and other complications 
related to 26-foot street width, loss of trees and open space, drainage, 
and compatibility with neighborhood 

PF3791: (2007) approval of 4-lot preliminary plat with a 26-foot 
public street 

PF07-039: (2007) approval of the final plat, with a 28-foot public 
street—final plat was not filed because legal delays led to financing 
difficulties 

PF07-039: (2014) denial of 4-lot preliminary plat with a 26-foot wide 
private street based on concerns over drainage, loss of trees, and 
inadequate parking available on the proposed street and Acorn Road 
due to substandard widths 
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Planning Commission Action: 
On September 2, 2015, the Planning Commission voted (3 – 2) to 
recommend approval of the proposed preliminary plat, subject to 
certain conditions. 

PROPOSAL 1 

Mr. Mueller proposes to demolish the existing home and plat the property into four lots for 2 

development of one-family, detached homes served by a private street. The proposed preliminary 3 

plat information, the staff analysis presented in the Request for Planning Commission Action, 4 

and other supporting documentation, as well as draft public hearing minutes, are included with 5 

this report as RCA Exhibit A. 6 

On October 20, 2014, Mr. Mueller brought a sketch of his subdivision proposal to the City 7 

Council for guidance as to what changes to the previous proposals would give Councilmembers 8 

the confidence that a subsequent plat application would meet City requirements and not 9 

compromise the health, safety, general welfare, convenience, and good order of the community. 10 

A brief, paraphrased list of the Council’s directions from that sketch plan discussion follows. 11 

 Lot lines must be perpendicular to street to conform to code: 12 

the current plat proposal achieves this. 13 

 Consider routing storm water to the City storm sewer system with less overland flow: 14 

storm water is infiltrated into several basins distributed around the property rather than 15 

flowing over land to one large basin. 16 

 Consider a 32-foot wide street to allow parking on both sides rather than parking pads: 17 

the current proposal accomplishes this. 18 

 Minimize impervious surface while still accommodating adequate parking: 19 

The drainage plan adequately accounts for two garage stalls and four driveway stalls per 20 

lot in addition to a 32-foot wide street that would allow six cars parked along the south 21 

side and seven more parked along the north side, for a total of 37 parking spaces (i.e., 22 

9.25 parking spaces per lot). 23 

 Be aware that storm water management needs may limit the number of lots: 24 

the proposed storm water plan meets applicable standards for the 4-lot plat. 25 

 Majority of Councilmembers favor a private street: 26 

the proposal includes a private street 27 

Based on the date Mr. Mueller’s preliminary plat application was considered complete, City 28 

Code §1102.01E allowed until September 25, 2015 for the City to approve or deny the 29 

application. The action extension request included with this RCA as Exhibit B represents, in 30 

part, Mr. Mueller’s willingness to defer Council action until September 28th to facilitate an 31 

adjustment of the City Council’s September 21 and 28 meeting agendas. The extension request 32 

also represents Mr. Mueller’s desire to continue, if necessary, working to make the current 33 

preliminary plat proposal acceptable to the City Council as a continuation of the process begun 34 

last October. If the City Council feels that some of the feedback offered last fall has not been 35 

adequately incorporated into the present preliminary plat proposal, Mr. Mueller is hopeful that 36 

the Council will provide additional direction toward a preliminary plat that can be approved and 37 

table action until the prescribed changes are made, rather than deny the proposed plat outright, 38 

necessitating another, new preliminary plat application. 39 
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The Planning Commission’s approval recommendation included four conditions as follow: 40 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm water 41 

management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards prior to 42 

the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 43 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 44 

from the watershed district;  45 

c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 46 

accounting for any changes to grading, utility, or storm water plans not yet anticipated, 47 

by the Community Development Department; and 48 

d. The applicant shall create and maintain a homeowner’s association for the long term 49 

maintenance needs of the private infrastructure. The form of all documents shall be 50 

reviewed and approved by the City Attorney, Public Works Department, and Community 51 

Development Department 52 

PUBLIC COMMENT 53 

The public hearing for this application was held by the Planning Commission on September 2, 54 

2015. Several members of the public spoke in opposition the proposal, and the primary concerns 55 

were related to storm water and the effect of the proposed subdivision on the character of the 56 

neighborhood. After discussing the application and the public comment received during to the 57 

hearing, the Planning Commission voted 3 – 2 to recommend approval of the proposed 58 

preliminary plat. At the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received 59 

any additional public comments. 60 

In an attempt to depict the character of the neighborhood surrounding Mr. Mueller’s property, 61 

Planning Division staff researched the history of subdivisions in the area bounded by Marion 62 

Road, the Highway 36/Cleveland Avenue service roads, and County Road B. A written summary 63 

of this history follows, and a graphic representation is included with this RCA as Exhibit C.  64 

Except for the 1941 Manson Hills plat, most of the land in this area had not been platted prior to 65 

the adoption of the first zoning code in 1959, so determining when all of the parcels depicted in 66 

that first zoning map came to be created would be difficult. By 1959, though, there were 20 67 

parcels in this study area ranging in size from about 30,000 square feet (approx. 2/3 of an acre) 68 

to about 165,000 square feet (approx. 3-3/4 acres). At present, the study area has 43 parcels, 69 

ranging in size from about 13,600 square feet (less than 1/3 of an acre) to about 117,000 square 70 

feet (approx. 2-2/3 acres). About 25% of the existing lots are under ½ acre, and about 25% are 71 

larger than 1 acre. Since 1959, only three of the “original” lots remain un-subdivided and about 72 

seven of the current parcels are the products of iterative subdivisions of three of the “original” 73 

1959 parcels. Mr. Mueller’s proposed plat includes four lots ranging in size from about 17,200 74 

square feet to about 22,700 square feet. 75 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 76 

Pass a motion approving the proposed preliminary plat of Oak Acres plat, dated June 5, 77 

2015 and comprising the property at 2201 Acorn Road, based on the findings and 78 

recommendation of the Planning Commission and the content of this RCA, subject to the 79 

following conditions: 80 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm water 81 

management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards prior to 82 

the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 83 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 84 

from the watershed district;  85 

c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 86 

accounting for any changes to grading, utility, or storm water plans not yet anticipated, by 87 

the Community Development Department;  88 

d. The applicant shall create and maintain a homeowner’s association for the long term 89 

maintenance needs of the private infrastructure. The form of all documents shall be 90 

reviewed and approved by the City Attorney, Public Works Department, and Community 91 

Development Department; and 92 

e. Based on the June 4, 2013 recommendation of the Roseville Parks and Recreation 93 

Commission and pursuant to City Code §1103.07, the City Council will accept park 94 

dedication of cash in lieu of land. Because the proposed 4-lot plat would add three, one-95 

family residential building sites to the subject land area and the 2015 City of Roseville 96 

fee schedule establishes a park dedication fee of $3,500 per residential unit, a payment of 97 

the $10,500 park dedication shall be made by the applicant before the signed final plat is 98 

released for recording at Ramsey County 99 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 100 

A) Pass a motion to table the item for future action. If the City Council is unwilling to 101 

approve the preliminary plat as presented, the applicant is hopeful that the Council will 102 

provide additional direction toward a preliminary plat that can be approved and table 103 

action until the prescribed changes are made, rather than deny the proposed plat outright. 104 

Tabling the item beyond October 26, 2015, however, will require an agreement to further 105 

extend the action deadline established in City Code §1102.01 to avoid statutory approval. 106 

B) By motion, deny the request. Denial should be supported by specific findings of fact 107 

based on the City Council’s review of the application, applicable City Code regulations, 108 

and the public record. 109 

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

RCA Exhibits: A: 9/2/2015 RPCA packet and draft 
public hearing minutes 

B: Applicant’s request to extend review 
timeline 
C: Area subdivisions since 1959 
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APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Applicant: Arthur Mueller 

Property Owner: Arthur Mueller 

Open House Meeting: held on July 10, 2015 

Application Submission: received and considered complete on July 27, 2015 

City Action Deadline: September 25, 2015, City Code §1102.01E 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

North One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

West One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

East One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

South One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

Natural Characteristics: The site includes many trees and existing drainage issues on nearby 1 

parcels. 2 

Planning File History: PF3766: (2006) denial of 4-lot PUD with a private street based on 3 

concerns over parking, emergency access, and other complications 4 

related to 26-foot street width, loss of trees and open space, drainage, 5 

and compatibility with neighborhood 6 

PF3791: (2007) approval of 4-lot preliminary plat with a 26-foot 7 

public street 8 

PF07-039: (2007) approval of the final plat, with a 28-foot public 9 

street—final plat was not filed because legal delays led to financing 10 

difficulties 11 

(2014) denial of 4-lot preliminary plat with a 26-foot wide 12 

private street based on concerns over drainage, loss of trees, and 13 

inadequate parking available on the proposed street and Acorn Road 14 

due to substandard widths 15 

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 16 

Mr. Mueller proposes to demolish the existing home and 17 

plat the property into four lots for development of one-18 

family, detached homes served by a private street. The 19 

proposed preliminary plat documentation is included 20 

with this report as Attachment C.  21 

When exercising the so-called “quasi-judicial” authority on a plat request, the role of the City is 22 

to determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply those facts to the legal 23 

standards contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the 24 

application meets the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety 25 

and general welfare, then the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, 26 

able to add conditions to a plat approval to ensure that the likely impacts to parks, schools, roads, 27 

storm sewers, and other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately 28 

addressed. Subdivisions may also be modified to promote the public health, safety, and general 29 

welfare, and to provide for the orderly, economic, and safe development of land, and to promote 30 

housing affordability for all levels. 31 

An applicant seeking approval of a plat of this size is required to hold an open house meeting to 32 

inform the surrounding property owners and other interested individuals of the proposal, to 33 

answer questions, and to solicit feedback. The open house for this application was held on July 34 

10, 2015; the list of attendees and a short summary of their comments is included with this 35 

RPCA as Attachment D. 36 

PRELIMINARY PLAT ANALYSIS 37 

As a preliminary plat of a residential subdivision, the proposal is subject to the minimum lot 38 

sizes and roadway design standards of the subdivision code, established in Chapter 1103 (Design 39 

Standards) of the City Code. The applicable standards are reviewed below. 40 

City Code §1103.02 (Streets): Since the proposed street is to be a private street, requirements 41 

for public rights-of-way do not apply. And while the Subdivision Code allows for private streets 42 

at the discretion of the City Council, design of the must conform to Minimum Roadway 43 

Standards unless an alternative design is specifically approved. The Planning Commission could 44 

provide a recommendation to the City Council on this issue. 45 

§1103.021 (Minimum Roadway Standards): The proposed street is shown as 32 feet in width, 46 

which conforms to the standard width requirement and allows for parking on both sides of the 47 

street, although it is not represented as having a curb. The proposed street is 195 feet in length at 48 

its longest; since the street is less than 200 feet in length, it is not required to include a cul-de-49 

sac, although not having a turn-around will make delivery services and trash/recycling service 50 

more difficult or require the homeowners to bring their bins to Acorn Road. 51 

RCA Exhibit A
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City Code §1103.04 (Easements): Drainage and utility easements 12 feet in width, centered on 52 

side and rear property lines, are required where necessary. The proposed plat meets and exceeds 53 

this requirement. 54 

City Code §1103.06 (Lot Standards): All lots for single-family detached dwellings must be at 55 

least 85 feet wide, 110 feet deep, and comprise at least 11,000 square feet in area, except that 56 

corner lots must be a minimum of 100 feet in width and depth and have at least 12,500 square 57 

feet in area. All of the proposed lots exceed these requirements even if the easement surrounding 58 

the proposed street is excluded from the parcels as though the easement area was equivalent to 59 

dedicating right-of-way. 60 

Roseville’s Public Works Department staff have been working with the applicant to address the 61 

requirements related to grading and drainage, street design, and the private utilities that will be 62 

necessary to serve the new lots. Even if these plans are not discussed in detail at the public 63 

hearing, actions by the Planning Commission and the City Council typically include conditions 64 

that such plans must ultimately meet the approval of Public Works staff. 65 

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

approval of a preliminary plat. Preliminary review of the plan indicates the expected removal of 67 

266 caliper inches of significant trees more than the code allows without replacement, and 64 68 

caliper inches of heritage trees more than the code allows without replacement; this would 69 

require planting approximately 87 replacement trees. Mark Rehder, the certified arborist 70 

consulting with the Community Development Department will continue to review the plan for 71 

continued accuracy as development plans are finalized, monitor tree removal and protection 72 

efforts during construction, and verify proper planting of replacement trees after construction. 73 

At its meeting of June 4, 2013 Roseville’s Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the 74 

proposed preliminary plat against the park dedication requirements of §1103.07 of the City Code 75 

and recommended a dedication of cash in lieu of land. Since the existing, undeveloped parcel 76 

comprises one residential unit, the proposed four-lot plat would create three new building sites. 77 

The 2015 Fee Schedule establishes a park dedication amount of $3,500 per residential unit; for 78 

the three, newly-created residential lots the total park dedication would be $10,500, to be 79 

collected prior to recording an approved plat at Ramsey County. 80 

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on several occasions to discuss this 81 

application. Beyond the above comments pertaining to the zoning and subdivision codes 82 

representatives of the Public Works Department had the following comments. 83 

a. There are several small basins shown to address the required storm water treatment and 84 

retention requirements. The overflow of these devices for the most part appears to flow to the 85 

rear of the development and ultimately drain to the existing catch basin located between this 86 

parcel and Marion Street to the west. While overland flow is an acceptable method of 87 

conveyance for storm water, the existing undulating ground in this area currently slows water 88 

conveyance and causes some pooling of water during heavy events. This will continue to be 89 

the case after development, although the proposed basins should provide some rate control 90 

for most rain events. 91 

b. The proposed basins and private road will require a Homeowners Association to be 92 

established for the purpose of funding the maintenance of these assets. It should be noted that 93 

while the proposed basins and site grading meet the requirements of the City and should meet 94 

the requirements of the watershed (watershed review and approval are pending), this is an 95 

RCA Exhibit A
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aggressive proposal and will present some long term maintenance that the new homeowners 96 

should be aware of. 97 

c. At this time, the Engineering department was not presented with any information for the 98 

alignment or design of water and/or sanitary sewer infrastructure to serve the proposed 99 

homes. A private sanitary sewer main and water main will be required that will then serve the 100 

individual private services to each proposed home, and maintenance of these facilities will be 101 

the responsibility of the Homeowners Association. Review and approval of this infrastructure 102 

will occur through the building permit review process. 103 

PUBLIC COMMENT 104 

Planning Division staff has received one email, which is included with this RPCA as part of 105 

Attachment D, and one phone call from a nearby homeowner who was curious about the 106 

application and who expressed support for proposal if it meets the applicable standards (e.g., 107 

storm water management, lot size, tree preservation, etc.) despite its perceived impacts on less 108 

tangible things (e.g., neighborhood character). 109 

CONCEPT REVIEW 110 

On October 20, 2014, Mr. Mueller brought a sketch of his subdivision proposal to the City 111 

Council for guidance as to what changes to the previous proposals would give Councilmembers 112 

the confidence that a subsequent plat application would meet City requirements and not 113 

compromise the health, safety, general welfare, convenience, and good order of the community. 114 

The proposed sketch plan and the minutes of this discussion are included with this RPCA as 115 

Attachment E, and a brief list of the Council’s direction follows. 116 

• Lot lines must be perpendicular to street to conform to code: 117 

the current plat proposal achieves this. 118 

• Consider routing storm water to the City storm sewer system with less overland flow: 119 

storm water is infiltrated into several basins distributed around the property rather than 120 

flowing over land to one large basin. 121 

• Consider a 32-foot wide street to allow parking on both sides rather than parking pads: 122 

the current proposal accomplishes this. 123 

• Minimize impervious surface while still accommodating adequate parking: 124 

The drainage plan adequately accounts for two garage stalls and four driveway stalls per 125 

lot in addition to a 32-foot wide street that would allow six cars parked along the south 126 

side and seven more parked along the north side, for a total of 37 parking spaces (i.e., 127 

9.25 parking spaces per lot). 128 

• Be aware that storm water management needs may limit the number of lots: 129 

the proposed storm water plan meets applicable standards for the 4-lot plat. 130 

• Majority of Councilmembers favor a private street: 131 

the proposal includes a private street 132 

RCA Exhibit A
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 133 

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed preliminary plat of the property at 2201 134 

Acorn Road, based on the comments and findings of this report, and subject to the following 135 

conditions: 136 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm 137 

water management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards 138 

prior to the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 139 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 140 

from the watershed district; and 141 

c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 142 

accounting for any changes to grading, utility, or storm water plans not yet anticipated, by 143 

the Community Development Department. 144 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 145 

Pass a motion to table the item for future action. Tabling beyond September 25, 2015 may 146 

require extension of the 60-day action deadline established in City Code §1102.01E 147 

By motion, recommend denial of the request. A recommendation to deny should be supported 148 

by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s review of the application, 149 

applicable City Code regulations, and the public record. 150 

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

Attachments: A: Area map 
B: Aerial photo 

C: Preliminary plat information 
D: Open house summary and public 

comment 
E: Concept review materials 
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From: Thomas Paschke
To: Bryan Lloyd
Subject: Fwd: Open House 7/10/15 2201 Acorn Road
Date: Friday, July 10, 2015 9:29:14 AM

FYI

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Irv Cross 
Date: July 9, 2015 at 1:34:42 PM EST
To: thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com
Subject: Open House 7/10/15 2201 Acorn Road

Mr. Paschke:  I am writing to express my concerns about the residential
development at 2201 Acorn Road.  My wife and I have lived at 2196
Marion Road for the last 16 years on a property of .83 acres.  My
property line abuts with the Acorn property. Here are my concerns:

1.  Drainage ; Water run off from Acorn flows through
our property causing flooding

2.  Less than 1/2 acre properties on a street with mostly 2 acre lots..

3.  Added traffic to County B, which has only one way in and out..

4.  Loss of trees, noise and dirt from construction.. . .

We ask you to not approve this proposal. 

Irv and Liz Cross 

RPCA Attachment D
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b. PLANNING FILE 15-010 1 
Request by Art Mueller for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of property 2 
addressed as 2201 Acorn Road 3 
Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-010 at 4 
approximately 6:28 p.m. 5 
 6 
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request as detailed in the staff report 7 
dated September 2, 2015; and displayed the proposed site plan (Attachment A) 8 
subdividing the property into four lots with a private street off Acorn Road.  Mr. Lloyd 9 
reviewed the history of this subdivision and various proposals over the years, as 10 
detailed in the staff report, and denial of previous proposals for one reason or another; 11 
with one proposal approved in the past, but due to the documents not being recorded 12 
with Ramsey County before deadline, that approval had expired. 13 
 14 
Mr. Lloyd noted that the 2014 plat similar to this submittal had been denied by the City 15 
Council for the reasons noted in the staff report, after which Mr. Mueller had met with 16 
the City Council with a sketch plan addressing the City Council’s expressed concerns 17 
and in order to receive their feedback at that time based on the previous denial and 18 
prior to making this application, which had attempted to satisfy those deficiencies as 19 
seen by the City Council and changes proposed accordingly.   20 
 21 
As detailed in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the various components of this 22 
latest proposal as it related to a 32’ wide private street with parking on both sides; four 23 
proposed lots that met or exceeded relevant requirements for corner and/or internal 24 
parcels; and subdivision code requirements for easements for stormwater drainage 25 
and utilities.  Mr. Lloyd advised that elements of the proposed Preliminary Plat 26 
included engineering items with street width, location and lot sizes, as well as 27 
addressing stormwater management for the proposed development, and displayed a 28 
topographical map with drainage basins highlighted and attempting to consolidate 29 
stormwater more locally on the property and directing it to larger basins. 30 
 31 
Mr. Lloyd addressed the tree preservation requirements as part of the Preliminary Plat 32 
to avoid damage or removal as part of grading and/or stormwater management on the 33 
site, resulting in a tree inventory list for review by the City’s consultant arborist as part 34 
of the City’s plan review and calculations for required replacement in accordance with 35 
current City Code, resulting in a total removal and replacement of 87 trees of 36 
minimum caliper or fewer depending on their actual size. 37 
 38 
As indicated previously by the Parks & Recreation Commission with past proposals in 39 
recent years, they stand by their recommendation to require cash in lieu of land for the 40 
three additional lots created as part of this subdivision proposal. 41 
 42 
Mr. Lloyd noted that in the Public Works/Engineering Department’s review of the 43 
proposal specific to the road and drainage plans, they had determined that the 44 
drainage plan met applicable requirements for approval by the watershed district.  45 
However, Mr. Lloyd noted that they had observed that having that many ponds would 46 
require maintenance and need creation of an association to properly address and 47 
fund that maintenance long-term, in addition to future maintenance of the private road. 48 
 49 
Prior to tonight’s meeting and as noted in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd noted one e-mail 50 
in opposition to this proposal, and staff’s receipt of one phone call supporting the 51 
proposal if it met all standard requirements as applicable.  Mr. Lloyd noted the receipt 52 
of one additional written public comment – in opposition - received since 53 
dissemination of the agenda packet provided as bench handouts and made available 54 
to the public and for incorporation with the information going forward to the City 55 
Council with the Planning Commission’s recommendation. 56 
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 57 
Mr. Lloyd advised that based on their review of City Code requirements, they 58 
recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat as conditioned and detailed in the staff 59 
report. 60 

Commissioner Questions of Staff 61 
For the benefit of the public, new commissioners, and his own edification, Chair 62 
Boguszewski reviewed the historical context of previous applications before the 63 
Planning Commission and City Council, and ultimate approval of the 2014 Preliminary 64 
Plat by the Planning Commission and their determination that technical requirements 65 
had been met in that application and the subdivision would not prove detrimental to 66 
adjacent properties with staff recommending approval based on that analysis as well.  67 
However, Chair Boguszewski noted that subsequently, the City Council had 68 
expressed less confidence in that drainage plan, in addition to the road and other 69 
components. 70 
 71 
Mr. Lloyd agreed with Chair Boguszewski’s synopsis, and that drainage was the 72 
predominant concern of the City Council, in addition to removal of existing trees from 73 
the site. 74 
 75 
Upon denial by the City Council in 2014, Chair Boguszewski further noted that 76 
additional directions to Mr. Mueller were drafted, prompting this revised proposal 77 
before the Commission tonight, and appearing to meet those additional directions of 78 
the City Council. 79 
 80 
Mr. Lloyd revised Chair Boguszewski’s synopsis, noting the items listed in the staff 81 
report, lines 110-132, that staff had compiled from the City Council’s meeting 82 
discussion and direction to Mr. Mueller, each identified by bullet point, with some met 83 
with the current Preliminary Plat, with others pending as this plat attempted to 84 
address, but he would not state categorically that each had been completely 85 
addressed from staff’s perspective or interpretation at this time. 86 
 87 
Noting his attendance at the most recent Open House held by Mr. Mueller, Chair 88 
Boguszewski asked Public Works Director/City Engineer Culver to talk more about 89 
how this latest proposal addresses stormwater, and whether it provides a better, more 90 
controlled or more conservative solution, and how it addresses past concerns. 91 
 92 
Mr. Culver advised that he would say that the current proposal is different than 93 
previous proposals from the perspective of stormwater management, but stated he 94 
was not sure it differed dramatically so from the perspective of where water is going 95 
on site and where it would ultimately flow when overflowing.  Mr. Culver opined that 96 
there may have been more overflow onto Acorn Road in previous proposals, but 97 
larger basins on that side created issues with setbacks on two lots in that immediate 98 
vicinity.  Mr. Culver advised that Engineering staff reviewed the hydraulic report from 99 
the applicant’s engineer, and for the most part, water would flow from the site into 100 
basins as highlighted in the grading plan displayed by Mr. Lloyd.  Mr. Culver noted 101 
that site soils were not conducive to infiltration, but did provide filtration through 102 
engineered medium or soil several feet in depth in those basins with water seeping 103 
through it down to the drain tile and directed in various directions into those 104 
highlighted ponds and thereby providing rate control for stormwater on site.  Given 105 
that situation, Mr. Culver advised that even though there was no direct underground 106 
piping in place to a dedicated stormwater system, this drainage plan as proposed 107 
should actually reduce the amount of water coming off the site or at a minimum slow it 108 
down, creating that rate control directed mostly to the southwest corner of the site, 109 
and while this area undulates, it ultimately flows toward an existing catch basin 110 
between this site and Marion Street, even though it takes it some time to get there.  111 
Mr. Culver advised that staff has surveyed the situation and verified some elevations, 112 
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indicating that area undulates back there in those naturally graded areas with lots of 113 
vegetation, he noted that there would probably be pockets where water still sat due to 114 
that undulation.  Based on staff’s survey and their personal observations and 115 
expertise, Mr. Culver opined that there should be no flooding dangers to any 116 
structures, as runoff will arrive at a catch basin before any structure. 117 
 118 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Culver clarified that the pockets where water 119 
could sit existed today and were not created or made worse with this proposal. 120 
 121 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Culver stated that this project, as currently 122 
designed, would not make the current drainage situation any worse, but clarified that 123 
during a heavy rain event, these devices would get overrun.  However, the way 124 
they’re set up, Mr. Culver stated that they will drain over and down, but he could not 125 
guarantee there would be no additional drainage to the north of the site because of 126 
where future roof drains may be pointed and additional impervious surface being 127 
added.  Using rain event experienced during the summer of 2015, Mr. Culver opined 128 
that with this proposal it would have provided better conditions than currently exist. 129 
 130 
With agreement from Mr. Culver, Member Murphy clarified that this condition as 131 
addressed by Mr. Culver included that for a typical house and additional impervious 132 
surfaces. 133 
 134 
Regarding additional trips for three new homes on this property, Member Murphy 135 
asked what the range would be for additional trips generated by residents. 136 
 137 
Mr. Culver responded that generally speaking for an “average” residential home, trip 138 
generation estimated would indicate 9 – 10 trips per day – incoming and outgoing – 139 
but would fluctuate depending on the number of vehicles per home and ages of 140 
residents and their stage of life. 141 
 142 
As an example, Member Murphy noted initial concerns and impressions from 143 
residents along County Road B that there would be a dramatic increase, but actually 144 
due to the closure of Highway 280, traffic had dramatically decreased. 145 
 146 
While Acorn Road had its own unique issues, Mr. Culver noted that it currently had a 147 
small amount of traffic now, and he foresaw no appreciable increase or negative 148 
impact with this proposed development. 149 
 150 
Chair Boguszewski agreed with that analysis, noting that the development proposal 151 
created only an incremental increase of three additional homes. 152 
 153 
With normal curb cuts, Member Murphy asked how many street parking stalls would 154 
be achieved on this private road. 155 
 156 
Mr. Lloyd provided staff’s estimate of an average of four spaces available on an 157 
average driveway with thirteen spaces available on-street; with Member Murphy 158 
opining that this seemed more than sufficient for four single-family residential homes. 159 
 160 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd suggested the Commission could 161 
include an additional condition for Preliminary Plat approval requiring creation of a 162 
homeowner’s association to fund future maintenance as a way to ensure it was done.  163 
Chair Boguszewski asked Community Development Director Paul Bilotta, available in 164 
the audience, to draft such a condition for consideration by the Commission. 165 
 166 

RCA Exhibit A

Page 23 of 30



Member Bull asked staff about standards for such an association for street and 167 
stormwater maintenance, and if they would be required to meet city standards and 168 
what the repercussions would be if those standards were not followed. 169 
 170 
Regarding the stormwater system, Mr. Lloyd clarified that it would be obvious to the 171 
public as to that effectiveness and how it was functioning long-term; while 172 
development standards were the same for public and private streets based on city 173 
code. 174 
 175 
At the request of Member Bull related to private services on a private street, Mr. Lloyd 176 
responded that a private main would be required to serve private water and sewer 177 
laterals similar to if it had been a public main in public rights-of-way with private 178 
laterals connecting to it. 179 
 180 
Regarding street width and on-street parking, Member Bull expressed his concern for 181 
emergency or service vehicles since the length of the street was proposed at less 182 
than 200’ feet. 183 
 184 
Mr. Lloyd advised that homeowner’s association documentation would address 185 
required signage for mail and delivery service on Acorn Road for that reason and for 186 
service providers.  Mr. Lloyd clarified that not providing a turnaround was not 187 
inconsistent with code requirements, and while it was unusual to have a private street 188 
without a turnaround in the community, city code did allow for it. 189 

 190 
Applicant Representatives 191 

Chuck Plowe, Plowe Engineering  192 
Mr. Plowe advised that preliminary approval had been received from the Capitol 193 
Region Watershed District of the stormwater management plan; with requirements of 194 
the Watershed District of a maintenance agreement prior to final approval for 195 
maintenance of stormwater, which will be privately maintained. 196 
 197 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Plowe confirmed that he was an engineer 198 
with an independent firm hired by Mr. Mueller to help design drainage features and 199 
meet the goals of stormwater management requirements of the City. 200 
 201 
Based on his understanding and review of City Council meeting minutes and their 202 
discussion with Mr. Mueller, Chair Boguszewski noted that the City Council had 203 
indicated their desire for a 32’ wide street.  Chair Boguszewski opined that, if the goal 204 
was for approval of the Plat, if a 32’ width worked, the applicant seek to comply with 205 
that preference, with the option always available that they could further discuss that 206 
requirement with the City Council if they desired to do so. 207 
 208 
Developer and Property Owner Art Mueller 209 
Mr. Mueller noted that if the street width remained at 28’ and accommodate parking 210 
on only one side, it would result 700 square feet more in space for additional 211 
plantings, grass and trees. 212 
 213 
Member Bull asked Mr. Mueller to address the compatibility of these proposed lot 214 
sizes versus other lots in the neighborhood in order that the Commission could 215 
understand the rationale. 216 
 217 
Mr. Mueller opined that many of the neighborhood lots are smaller than those he’s 218 
proposing, with the original 45 acres divided into eleven lots, and subsequently having 219 
divided them yet again.  Mr. Mueller advised that part of the rationale in his proposal is 220 
that larger lots are no longer affordable for development. 221 
 222 
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Public Comment 223 
Written comments were provided by Paul Romanowski, 2195 Acorn Road in the form 224 
of an e-mail dated September 2, 2015 with an attached letter dated November 15, 225 
1993 from Mr. Mueller to City Manager Steve Sarkozy; and also written comments 226 
were provided by S & V Ramalingam, 2182 Acorn Road, both provided as bench 227 
handouts, and attached hereto and made a part hereof. 228 
 229 
Irv Cross, 2196 Marion Road 230 
Having been a resident in this neighborhood and abutting Mr. Mueller’s property for 231 
sixteen years, Mr. Cross summarized his concerns provided in written comments, 232 
included in the staff report (Attachment D).    Mr. Cross disputed the comments made 233 
by City Engineer Culver opining that a river forms from drainage, and had continually 234 
killed the grass in that area.  Mr. Cross opined that he didn’t see any changes unless 235 
the water is redirected or not allowed to flow through there again, given the size of the 236 
proposed lots.   237 
 238 
Mr. Cross referenced Attachment B providing an aerial view of the property, noting the 239 
density of trees and vegetation, making it a pleasant enjoyable community and their 240 
reason to move to that location in Roseville, since it provided a country feel with the 241 
vegetation and lot sizes within an urban community.  However, once the trees are 242 
removed, never to be seen again, Mr. Cross opined that it would dramatically change 243 
the character of the area, including drainage becoming more problematic given the 244 
proposed elevation for lower lots. 245 
 246 
While getting along fine with Mr. Mueller as his neighbor, Mr. Cross expressed his 247 
puzzlement in the proposed land fill or raising property levels that will not help with 248 
drainage for adjacent properties.  Mr. Cross asked that the Commission take this into 249 
consideration, noting the reason for originally buying his property with the wildlife, 250 
vegetation and space, even though still emotionally tied to their neighbors. 251 
 252 
 253 
Mr. S. Ramalingam, 2182 Acorn Road 254 
Mr. Ramalingam summarized his written comments as noted and concerns for 255 
negative impacts of this proposed development related to grading, drainage, tree 256 
preservation, additional impervious area, and detracting from the ambience and 257 
character of an established, tree-filled neighborhood.   258 
 259 
Mr. Ramalingam asked that the City consider that all neighbors are against destroying 260 
this single-family neighborhood with the proposed subdivision. 261 
 262 
Gary Boryczka, former owner of 2250 Acorn Road, still owner of an adjacent ¾ 263 
acre lot 264 
As the owner of property on Acorn Road immediately south of the service road on the 265 
corner, Mr. Boryczka also noted that he was a homeowner on Acorn Road until selling 266 
his home approximately one year ago.  Mr. Boryczka stated that this project or 267 
different variations of it had been constantly proposed by Mr. Mueller for over ten 268 
years no without any notable changes in its design.  Mr. Boryczka opined that the 269 
proposed subdivision would destroy this unique neighborhood and its history in the 270 
community, which the City had previously spent money on to make it a unique area of 271 
Roseville.  Mr. Boryczka opined that the proposed road showing 9’ parking stalls was 272 
deceiving as it would not allow enough room for snow storage in the winter time.  Mr. 273 
Boryczka advised that he was in the construction businesses, but was having a hard 274 
time visualizing how emergency vehicles would access this subdivision during a 275 
typical Minnesota winter. 276 
 277 
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Regarding the grading plan and tree preservation plan, Mr. Boryczka questioned how 278 
the Oak tree drip lines would suffice, opining most of those trees would die.  Further, 279 
Mr. Boryczka addressed the swale drainage proposed to flow to the southwest corner 280 
of the property, which had never changed in the many variations proposed for this 281 
subdivision, opining that it will drain off onto someone else’s property as the proposed 282 
ponds will absolutely not hold the stormwater runoff.  Given his expertise in the field of 283 
stormwater drainage, Mr. Boryczka further opined that the runoff would not stay in 284 
those areas due to their depth. 285 
 286 
Mr. Boryczka noted that this subdivision has been opposed by the majority of 287 
neighbors in the immediate area; and personally opined that it would ruin the 288 
neighborhood and negate any benefits.  Mr. Boryczka opined that this was a lot of 289 
money for these proposed lots, noting that he had his corner lot for sale for many 290 
years, and it remained so.  Mr. Boryczka strongly suggested that this is not an 291 
appropriate plan for this area. 292 
 293 
Evan Thomas, 2177 County Road B  294 
Mr. Thomas expressed his concern with this proposal, particularly with the magnitude 295 
of any additional runoff unless the southwest corner of the lot would actually address 296 
that drainage, of which he remained skeptical.  Mr. Thomas noted that both his 297 
property and that of Mr. Cross that shared a common border were very low and with 298 
very little grade at this point flowed toward the catch basin on Marion, a distance of in 299 
excess of 200’.  Mr. Thomas noted that the property to the west of his property has 300 
been diked on all four sides, but in some heavy rain events, he still experienced water 301 
in some areas on his lot, and he had observed water in the middle of the Cross lot 302 
between their tennis court and pool.  Mr. Thomas noted his lingering doubt as to 303 
whether or not in a worst case condition, the southwest corner destination and along 304 
the undulating slope across his lot with a one foot slope would still get to Marion 305 
Street before significantly impacting his lot.  Even though he had no structures in that 306 
area, Mr. Thomas expressed concern that it would create more of a dilemma for Mr. 307 
Cross and seemed to him to represent a loose end yet in this proposal. 308 
 309 
Janet Romanowski, 2195 Acorn Road 310 
Ms. Romanowski spoke in support of the written comments provided by her and her 311 
husband, reiterating their strong opposition to Mr. Mueller’s project.  Mr. Romanowski 312 
noted that in the past the neighborhood had collected a petition with thirty signatures 313 
from the neighbors, all in opposition, and questioned why Mr. Mueller kept pushing 314 
this plan on his neighbors over and over and over again.  Mr. Romanowski stated that 315 
the neighbors were taxpayers too, and given their strong opposition to this proposed 316 
project, should have a voice as well. 317 
 318 
Member Cunningham sought clarification that the petition had been submitted prior to 319 
Mr. Mueller’s submission of this revised plan. 320 
 321 
Ms. Romanowski responded that while this was true, a similar petition could be 322 
submitted again for part of the record since the neighbors continued to feel the same 323 
opposition. 324 
 325 
Mr. S. Ramalingam  326 
Mr. Ramalingam questioned if a new petition was desired by the Commission every 327 
time a new plan came forward. 328 
 329 
Member Cunningham clarified that she was not asking that, simply noting that there 330 
had been thirty signatures on a petition regarding the previous plan submitted by Mr. 331 
Mueller, with significant changes having been made in that original plan at the City 332 
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Council’s direction, which caused her to question if some of the previous concerns of 333 
neighbors had been satisfied in this latest plan. 334 
 335 
Mr. Ramalingam responded that, if needed the neighbors could go ahead and get 336 
signatures on a new petition for submission. 337 
 338 
Paul Romanowski 339 
If a petition was needed, Mr. Romanowski opined that he could get another petition 340 
with even more signatures, since he had only been able to contact thirty neighbors for 341 
the past petition, but could get more now and produce it once again. 342 
 343 
Member Cunningham reiterated that she was only seeking information as to the same 344 
people having signed the previous petition remained opposed to this updated plan, 345 
and was not asking for submission of another petition. 346 
 347 
Mr. Romanowski opined that those signatories remained opposed and yet more as 348 
well. 349 
 350 
With no one else appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 351 
approximately 7:29 p.m. 352 
 353 

Questions of Staff in response to Public Comment 354 
Member Cunningham noted two significant concerns for her: tree preservation, and 355 
her desire that a revised tree preservation ordinance was available even though she 356 
understood it was in process and not yet ready for adoption, which she found 357 
unfortunate given the number of large trees being proposed for removal from this 358 
project area.  Also of concern, Member Cunningham advised was the water drainage 359 
and runoff as referenced by Mr. Ramalingam in his written comments, and expressed 360 
her curiosity in whether there was actually a potential for “gallons of water” to address 361 
as a result of additional house foundations and impervious surfaces. 362 
 363 
Public Works Director and City Engineer Mark Culver responded that the numbers 364 
stated by Mr. Ramalingam were essentially correct and comparable to his calculations 365 
resulting from additional impervious surface with this proposed project and as noted in 366 
his summary drainage report.  While the basins appear to be shallow, Mr. Culver 367 
clarified that they were designed to be shallow as they were constructed with 368 
engineered soil that served as a holding cap not just for depth of the depression, and 369 
advised that the total actual depth of the engineered soil and the depth of the ponds or 370 
depression provided sufficient holding capacity.  However, Mr. Culver agreed that they 371 
were most likely not going to hold all the water from large rain events, if similar to the 372 
intensity of those rains experienced this summer, but opined that from his recollection 373 
of his calculations believed that the design of the ponds would hold that water or slow 374 
down the runoff so it didn’t leave the project site.  Mr. Culver noted that the water 375 
would eventually leave the site by infiltrating through soils even though that is not the 376 
preferred mitigation.   377 
 378 
Regarding the positive impact of existing trees on drainage, Mr. Culver opined was 379 
difficult to quantify given the variable canopy of trees that also served to prevent water 380 
from hitting the ground, even though it dripped off at different spots at different times, 381 
along with the root systems absorbing some of that water.  With those mature trees 382 
gone, Mr. Culver opined that, while it may not look like a net balance will be achieved, 383 
and the drainage may not be significantly improved, he considered that it wouldn’t be 384 
worse than currently experienced during a normal rain event. 385 
 386 
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Member Murphy asked, if he owned property on any side of this proposed subdivision 387 
if implemented, should he expect any more water flowing past his property, or whether 388 
the subdivision as proposed would change that flow from any direction. 389 
 390 
 391 
Mr. Culver responded with his previous comments, advising that the developer had 392 
attempted to get water into the basins to facilitate the amount of runoff going north.    393 
Mr. Culver advised that in part that would depend on the location of downspouts for 394 
proposed homes in the subdivision, and how the long-term control was addressed.  395 
However, Mr. Culver stated that he wouldn’t anticipate a lot of additional flow to the 396 
north, with that water flowing through that channel for outflow purposes.   397 
 398 
Mr. Culver sought to correct one statement made during public comment, advising 399 
that water was not flowing to the catch basin on Marion Street, but approximately 400 
halfway between Marion and the Mueller property, of approximately 1/3 to ½ that 401 
length and water flowing through there.  Mr. Culver suggested that the speaker may 402 
be experiencing that water flow across his property and vegetation growth through 403 
that natural channel, noting that the property owner may see water drainage for a 404 
longer time depending on rate controls put in place. 405 
 406 
At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Culver advised that the private street will not 407 
have catch basins as it was not intended to have curbs and gutters.  At the request of 408 
Member Murphy, Mr. Culver further clarified that the water would flow or drain to the 409 
west to the end of the hammer head of that private street, and anticipated the 410 
remainder would most likely drain onto Acorn Road; and confirmed that the capacity 411 
exists today to handle that additional runoff. 412 
 413 
Member Bull questioned if the basins surrounding the private street were intended to 414 
take care of the height of the property and street, but questioned whether impacts 415 
would not be found from dropping elevations and hard cover from new residences and 416 
their driveways. 417 
 418 
Mr. Culver responded that the majority appeared to be set up to flow adequately 419 
depending on the location of future downspout locations, anticipating that one 420 
proposed lot may prove problematic flowing east as it currently does. 421 
 422 

Commissioner Discussion and Position Statements 423 
For the benefit of newer Commissioners, Chair Boguszewski noted his vote to 424 
recommend approval the last time a similar proposal came before the Planning 425 
Commission and restated his rationale for that support.  Basically, even though there 426 
was a lot going on with this subdivision, Chair Boguszewski expressed his faith in the 427 
City Engineer’s assessment that the stormwater management would be no worse with 428 
the proposal than if nothing was done.  Chair Boguszewski opined that the tree 429 
situation was what it was.  From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski opined 430 
that it didn’t come down to petitions or neighbors, but what a private property owner 431 
could do with his own property and how that affected the immediate neighborhood.  432 
Given that perspective, Chair Boguszewski noted that a lot of the concerns crossed 433 
that line, and since beauty was often in the eye of the beholder, there were good and 434 
bad perspectives to be considered. 435 
 436 
Based on his own role as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski stated that 437 
he weighted his decision-making more heavily on the technical side, using the existing 438 
tree ordinance as an example and steps taken by the developer to meet it whether it 439 
seemed stark or not, he could not say “no” because he didn’t particularly want this 440 
developer to move or remove trees, didn’t seem appropriate.  Chair Boguszewski 441 
stated that he could not stop a project because he didn’t like a particular action, even 442 
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though if he was a neighbor he might wish to prevent the development from 443 
happening or even sign a petition.  However, as a Planning Commissioner, Chair 444 
Boguszewski stated that he felt the issues had been addressed, especially so in this 445 
latest plan in response to the City Council’s direction; and therefore advised that he 446 
would vote to recommend approval of this Preliminary Plat as he had done with the 447 
previous plat, having provided his rationale upfront as to why he supported the 448 
subdivision. 449 
 450 
Member Stellmach expressed his appreciation of the comments and concerns brought 451 
forward in writing and in person by neighbors, and stated that he shared some of 452 
those concerns especially regarding tree preservation, since he preferred to remove 453 
none of them.  However, from the perspective of the Planning Commission, Member 454 
Stellmach stated that his decision needed to be based on whether or not this 455 
proposed Preliminary Plat complied with City Code, and finding that it did, offered his 456 
support in recommending its approval. 457 
 458 
Member Murphy thanked the neighbors for sharing their comments with the 459 
Commission.  As he and Member Bull reviewed the maps for this subdivision, Mr. 460 
Murphy noted lot sizes on County Road B, Acorn Road and Marion Road were all 461 
relatively smaller than these proposed lots, with getting larger moving north as noted 462 
by Mr. Mueller regarding previous subdivisions of neighboring properties. Mr. Mueller 463 
concurred with Chair Boguszewski that a revised tree preservation ordinance was not 464 
yet available, necessitating the need to seek compliance with the existing ordinance.  465 
While being sympathetic to the concerns expressed by neighbors, Member Murphy 466 
advised that he could not find a sufficient reason to vote against this proposal. 467 
 468 
As a new member of the Commission, Member Bull advised that he had reviewed the 469 
technical part as addressed in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and revised Zoning 470 
Code regarding lot sizes and design specifications, as well as reading the respective 471 
purpose statements of those documents to protect citizens and allow their safe 472 
enjoyment of their homes, the character of neighborhoods, and other factors outlined 473 
by and for Roseville citizens, all an important part of the picture.  Member Bull also 474 
expressed appreciation for the written and verbal input provide by neighbors.  Member 475 
Bull admitted he could not call the proposed tree plan a preservation plan, but 476 
considered it more of a removal plan, which would certainly affect the neighborhood 477 
with that removal and replacement with smaller diameter trees.  Member Bull advised 478 
that this had prompted his questioning of Mr. Mueller on his decision to divide this 479 
parcel into four lots due to his concern with additional hard cover with the private road 480 
and structures.  Member Bull referenced discussion about runoff issues, noting that 481 
nothing was being done in the southwest corner to mitigate runoff through the cross 482 
basin, and when he looks at the plan on paper, it looks good.  However, when 483 
considering how this may look with 24” of snowfall and depending on a homeowner’s 484 
association to be responsible for plowing and storage of that snowfall, Member Bull 485 
stated that it caused him to consider ramifications realistically.  Just considering a 9’ 486 
elevation drop with one proposed home and the potential maintenance concerns long-487 
term, Member Bull questioned if the City was doing justice for future residents in that 488 
area.  Member Bull also noted his concern in not having a street turnaround for 489 
emergency vehicle access, opining he did not like a private street without such a 490 
turnaround.  Given the whole nature of changing the character of this neighborhood, 491 
Member Bull expressed his interest in seeing a subdivision of two lots with access off 492 
Acorn Road, which he opined would be much easier for the neighborhood to support.  493 
However, Member Bull stated that he could not offer his support at this point for this 494 
proposed subdivision. 495 
 496 
Member Cunningham admitted she had struggled with this subdivision the last time it 497 
came before the Commission, and she found herself doing so again, especially after 498 
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hearing the thoughts and concerns still being expressed by neighbors to this parcel.  499 
While recalling that she had voted in support of the plan proposed the last time based 500 
on her role as Planning Commissioner, Member Cunningham stated that found the 501 
project was in line with the City’s strategic plan and City code, even though the 502 
Commission’s approval was limited in its ability to judge the feel of the neighborhood 503 
and construction noise.  However, Member Cunningham admitted that she was 504 
alarmed to hear that this project could potentially decrease the value of Mr. Cross’s 505 
property and increase water runoff he seed during periods of significant rainfall.   506 
Member Cunningham stated in her consideration of the general welfare portion of City 507 
Code, she could not justify sacrificing part of one resident’s property for development 508 
of another, and she could not stop that thought process and those concerns.  509 
Regarding tree preservation, Member Cunningham stated that it is what it is and 510 
hopefully would be corrected and addressed in the near future.  At this time, Member 511 
Cunningham state that she would vote against this Preliminary Plat. 512 
 513 
MOTION  514 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to 515 
the City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT of the property 516 
addressed at 2201 Acorn Road; based on the comments, findings, and 517 
conditions contained the project report dated September 2, 2015; amended to 518 
include an additional condition as follows: 519 
 The applicant shall create and maintain a homeowner’s association for the 520 

long-term maintenance needs of the private infrastructure.  The form of all 521 
documents shall be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney, Public 522 
Works Department and Community Development Department. 523 
 524 

Ayes: 3 (Murphy, Stellmach, Boguszewski) 525 
Nays: 2 (Bull and Cunningham) 526 
Motion carried. 527 

 528 
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Bryan Lloyd

From: David Lawson 
Sent: Monday, September 14, 2015 12:03 PM
To: Bryan Lloyd
Subject: Re: Mueller

 
Bryan: 
 
Pursuant to our discussion Arthur Mueller hereby requests, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes section 
462.358, subd. 3b and Roseville City Code section 1102.01.F.1, that the City Council extend its 
review period of the preliminary plat application of Oak Acres until its regular meeting of October 26, 
2015.  In making this request, applicant Arthur Mueller waives all applicable timing requirements for 
approval or denial of the preliminary plat of Oak Acres under state statute and local code.  Applicant 
Arthur Mueller understands that in the event the City Council agrees to extend said review period, 
such extension in no way requires the City Council to approve the preliminary plat application of Oak 
Acres, whether amended or not, at the City Council's regular meeting on October 26, 2015. 
 
 
Please contact me with any questions. 
 
David M. Lawson 
Attorney for Arthur Mueller 
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