REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Agenda Date: 3/28/2016
Agenda Item: 14.a

Department Approval City Manager Approval
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Item Description: Request for approval of rezoning a portion of property along Dale Street
from Low Density Residential-1 District to Low Density Residential-2
District and preliminary plat of 5.82 acres into 17 lots (PF16-003)

APPLICATION INFORMATION
Applicant: Golden Valley Land Company
Location: Planning District 5 — generally, the west side of Dale Street, north of

County Road C, and along both sides of an undeveloped portion of
Wheaton Avenue right-of-way

Property Owner: George J. Reiling

Open House Meeting:  held on December 17, 2015
Application Submission: received on January 5, 2016; considered complete on February 4, 2016
City Action Deadline:  rezoning: April 4, 2016, per Minn. Stat. §15.99

preliminary plat: June 3, 2016, per Minn. Stat. 8462.358 subd. 3b

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION
Land Use Context

Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning
Site undeveloped LR LDR-1
North One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1
West One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1
East Multi-family residential, attached HR HDR-1
One-family residential, attached MR MDR
One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1
South Two-family residential, attached LR LDR-2
One-family residential, attached MR MDR

Natural Characteristics:  The site includes mature trees, drainage issues on nearby parcels, and
some steep slopes

Planning File History:  none
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Planning Commission Action:
On March 2, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended
approval of the requested rezoning and the proposed preliminary plat,
subject to certain conditions.

PROPOSAL OVERVIEW

The applicant proposes to rezone the parcel in the northwest corner of County Road C and Dale
Street from Low-Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) to Low-Density Residential-2 (LDR-2) and plat
the parcel as six lots (i.e., Lots 7 — 12, Block 2 of the proposed plat) for development of one-
family, detached homes. The proposal also includes constructing an extension of Wheaton
Avenue to intersect with Dale Street, and platting the subject parcels adjacent to the Wheaton
Avenue right-of-way as 11 lots for development of one-family, detached homes. The proposed
preliminary plat information, the staff analysis presented in the Request for Planning
Commission Action, and other supporting documentation, as well as draft public hearing
minutes, are included with this report as RCA Exhibit A.

Part of the proposal was a request to approve the extension of Wheaton Avenue as a 28-foot wide
street, with parking along only one side, as a means of reducing storm water runoff and as an
additional traffic calming measure. Public Works staff is supportive of the proposal, but the
Planning Commission recommended adhering to the 32-foot standard street width to better
coordinate with the existing section of Wheaton Avenue. The recommended City Council action
reflects the Planning Commission’s recommendation to approve the preliminary plat with a
standard 32-foot street.

The updated preliminary plat (included with this RCA as Exhibit B) meets or exceeds all
applicable requirements, and the Planning Commission’s approval recommendation included
four conditions as follow:

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm water
management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards prior to
the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements;

b. A Public Improvement Contract pertaining to the construction, dedication, and warranty of
public infrastructure as detailed in this report shall be prepared by the applicant and
reviewed by the City for approval concurrent with the final plat;

c. The width of the proposed street shall not be less than 32 feet; and

d. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit
from the watershed district.

Since the Planning Commission met, the applicant has continued working with Public Works
staff on the engineering-related plans. The preliminary plat has also been amended to include
several narrow outlots on the perimeter of the property, corresponding to parts of the legal
descriptions that overlap neighboring parcels or leave gaps from the neighbors. Because the
subject property is Torrens, the legal descriptions cannot simply be amended to eliminate the
gaps and overlaps; instead, the uncertainty about ownership caused by the gaps and overlaps
would be resolved by transferring ownership of these outlots, via quit claim deed, to the owners
of the abutting properties. Even though these outlots would only be several inches wide, the
developer is currently discussing the proposed transfers with the adjoining property owners to
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ensure that the land is not inadvertently abandoned and continues to be maintained as
appropriate.

PuBLIC COMMENT

The public hearing for this application was held by the Planning Commission on March 2, 2016.
Several members of the public spoke about the proposal; there was some discussion about
whether the proposed LDR-2 zoning was appropriate in that location and about whether the
proposed storm water plan would really help to mitigate existing drainage issues as intended.
Draft minutes of the public hearing are included with this RCA as part of Exhibit A. After
discussing the application and the public comment received during the hearing, the Planning
Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of the requested rezoning and the
proposed preliminary plat. At the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not
received any further public comments.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

Pass an ordinance rezoning Ramsey County PIN 02-29-23-44-0065 from LDR-1 to LDR-2
based on the findings and recommendation of the Planning Commission, the content of this
RCA, public input, and City Council deliberation. A draft ordinance is included with this RCA as
Exhibit C.

By motion, approve the proposed Wheaton Woods preliminary plat of Ramsey County PINs
02-29-23-44-0065, -0066, and -0067, based on the findings and recommendation of the Planning
Commission, the content of this RCA, public input, and City Council deliberation, and subject to
the following conditions:

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm water
management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards prior to
the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements;

b. A Public Improvement Contract pertaining to the construction, dedication, and warranty of
public infrastructure as detailed in this report shall be prepared by the applicant and reviewed
by the City for approval concurrent with the final plat;

c. The width of the proposed street shall not be less than 32 feet;

d. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit
from the watershed district; and

e. Pursuant to §1103.07 of the City Code and the February 29, 2016, meeting of the Roseville
Parks and Recreation Commission, the City Council will accept park dedication of cash in
lieu of land. Because the proposed 17-lot plat would create 14 new building sites in the
subject land area and the 2016 Fee Schedule establishes a park dedication amount of $3,500
per residential unit, payment of the $49,000 park dedication shall be made by the applicant
before the signed final plat is released for recording at Ramsey County.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

A) Pass a motion to table one or both parts of the application for future action. Tabling
the rezoning beyond April 4, 2016 may require extension of the 60-day action deadline
established in Minn. Stat. 15.99; tabling the preliminary plat beyond June 3, 2016, may
require extension of the 120-day timeline established in Minn. Stat. 8462.358 subd. 3b.
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80 B) By motion, deny the request. Denial should be supported by specific findings of fact
81 based on the City Council’s review of the application, applicable City Code regulations,
82 and the public record.

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

RCA Exhibits: A: 3/2/2016 RPCA packet, additional B: Updated preliminary plat drawing
public comment, and draft public C: Draft rezoning ordinance
hearing minutes
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RCA Exhibit A

REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION Agenda Date:  3/2/2016
PuBLIC HEARING Agenda Item: 5a
Item Description: Request for approval of rezoning a portion of property along Dale Street

from Low Density Residential-1 District to Low Density Residential-2
District and preliminary plat of 5.82 acres into 17 lots (PF16-003)

APPLICATION INFORMATION
Applicant: Golden Valley Land Company

Location: Planning District 5 — generally, the west side of Dale Street, north of
County Road C, and along both sides of an undeveloped portion of
Wheaton Avenue right-of-way

Property Owner: George J. Reiling

Open House Meeting:  held on December 17, 2015
Application Submission: received on January 5, 2016; considered complete on February 4, 2016

City Action Deadline: rezoning: April 4, 2016, per Minn. Stat. 815.99
preliminary plat: June 3, 2016, per Minn. Stat. §462.358 subd. 3b

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION
Land Use Context
Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning
Site undeveloped LR LDR-1
North One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1
West One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1
East Multi-family residential, attached HR HDR-1
One-family residential, attached MR MDR
One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1
South Two-family residential, attached LR LDR-2
One-family residential, attached MR MDR

Natural Characteristics:  The site includes mature trees, drainage issues on nearby parcels, and
some steep slopes.

Planning File History: ~ none

LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING

Action taken on a proposed zoning change is legislative
in nature; the City has broad discretion in making land
use decisions based on advancing the health, safety, and
general welfare of the community. Action taken on a plat
request is quasi-judicial; the City’s role is to determine ' Zonina/Subdivision
the facts associated with the request, and weigh them S0 Ordinance
against the legal standards in State Statute and City Code. “\é’

Subdivision

Comprehensive Plan

PF16-003_RPCA 20160302
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RCA Exhibit A

1 PropPoOsAL OVERVIEW

The applicant proposes to rezone the parcel in the northwest corner of County Road C and Dale
Street from Low-Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) to Low-Density Residential-2 (LDR-2) and plat
the parcel as six lots (Lots 7 — 12, Block 2 of the proposed plat) for development of one-family,
detached homes. The proposal also includes constructing an extension of Wheaton Avenue to
intersect with Dale Street, and platting the subject parcels adjacent to the Wheaton Avenue right-
of-way as 11 lots for development of one-family, detached homes. The proposed rezoning and
preliminary plat documentation is included with this report as Attachment C.

0o N o ok~ WN

9 When exercising the City’s legislative authority on a rezoning request, the role of the City is to
10  review a proposal for its merits in addition to evaluating the potential impacts to the public
11 health, safety, and general welfare of the community. If a rezoning request is found to be
12 consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and is otherwise a desirable proposal, the City may still
13 deny the rezoning request if the proposal fails to promote the public health, safety, and general
14 welfare.

15 When exercising the so-called “quasi-judicial’” authority on a plat request, the role of the City is
16 to determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply those facts to the legal

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

18 application meets the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety
19 and general welfare, then the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however,

20 able to add conditions to a plat approval to ensure that the likely impacts to parks, schools, roads,
21 storm sewers, and other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately
22 addressed. Subdivisions may also be modified to promote the public health, safety, and general
23 welfare, and to provide for the orderly, economic, and safe development of land, and to promote
24 housing affordability for all levels.

25 REZONING ANALYSIS

26 The portion of the plat that would be rezoned, according to the application, is the existing parcel
27 abutting Dale Street (assigned Ramsey County Parcel Identification Number 02-29-23-44-0065),
28 which would be platted as Lots 7 — 12, Block 2. The subject property is guided by the

29 Comprehensive Plan for Low-Density Residential (LR) land uses, which generally allows one-
30 and two-family homes up to eight dwelling units per acre. The proposed LDR-2 District was

31 established to facilitate development consistent with the LR designation by providing:

32 “an environment of one-family dwellings on small lots, two-family and townhouse dwellings,

33 along with related uses such as public services and utilities that serve the residents in the district.
34 The district is established to recognize existing areas with concentrations of two-family and

35 townhouse dwellings, and for application to areas guided for redevelopment at densities up to 8
36 units per acre or with a greater diversity of housing types.” City Code §1004.09

37 The LDR-1 and LDR-2 districts were created as the two zoning districts that are compatible with
38 the LR designation in the Comprehensive Plan, so Planning Division staff finds that the proposed
39 rezoning is not inconsistent with this guidance of the Comprehensive Plan. Further, because the
40  requested LDR-2 rezoning would facilitate smaller lots that would naturally constrain the size of
41 homes that can be built on them, they would be consistent with the spirit and intent of the

42 Comprehensive Plan and the LDR-2 zoning district to increase the diversity of housing types and
43 sizes available in the community. The increased density of the proposed LDR-2 lots compared to

PF16-003_RPCA_20160302

Pag%agegqui



RCA Exhibit A

44
45
46
47
48
49
50

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72

73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85

86
87
88
89

the LDR-1 district to the west can also be viewed as a reasonable way to transition from those
lower-density residences to the high-density condominium buildings across Dale Street. Finally,
if the rezoning request were denied, this part of the plat would be limited to two corner lots and
one “interior” lot, all of which would be unusually wide and shallow in order to conform to the
existing LDR-1 lot size standards. For these reasons, Planning Division staff finds that the
requested rezoning is an appropriate application of the LDR-2 district, and recommends its
approval.

Attempts to rezone property to LDR-2 for new development across the city have not been
successful to date. The Planning Commission may recall the last such rezoning request occurred
in 2014 and pertained to the site for which the Farrington Estates plat was recently approved; that
2014 plat proposal was called Moore’s Farrington Estates. The Planning Division believes that
the current Wheaton Woods differs significantly from Moore’s Farrington Estates. In order to
understand the differences, the following paragraphs identify the findings of fact underpinning
City Council Resolution 11150 denying the Moore’s Farrington Estates proposal (in italics), and
discuss why each finding might or might not apply to the Wheaton Woods application and
location.

Moore’s Farrington Estates Denial Finding A: Per 1004.09.A of the City Code, the LDR-2
zoning district is intended for “one family dwellings on small lots,” or two-family or
townhouse dwellings. The proposed single family lots, while narrow, are in all other respects
not found to be small lots, and therefore not consistent with the intent of the LDR-2 zoning
district.

Moore’s Farrington Estates’ proposed LDR-2 lots had area figures that exceeded the LDR-1
minimum standards, and the requested rezoning was denied because these lots, despite being
narrow, were not small lots as intended by the LDR-2 district. By contrast, the Wheaton
Woods lots within the requested LDR-2 district would be about 60 — 70 feet wide and about
7,000 — 8,000 square feet, which is substantially smaller than the LDR-1 minimum standards
of 85 — 100 feet in width and 11,000 — 12,500 square feet. Therefore, Planning Division staff
believes that the proposed Lots 7 — 12 of Block 2 are small lots, consistent with the spirit and
intent of the LDR-2 district.

Moore’s Farrington Estates Denial Finding B: While not proposed in this development, the
potential allowance of two-family or townhome dwellings in the LDR-2 district is not
consistent with the surrounding neighborhood of large and more average single family lots,
the Southwind townhome development approximately 900 feet to the east notwithstanding.
Wheaton Woods Lots 7 — 12, Block 2 would be directly across Dale Street from the Ramsey
Square Condominiums, within 150 feet of the Westwood Village 2 townhome development
(which is also on the east side of Dale Street), and about 125 feet from a duplex property and
the Rosetown Ridge townhome development across County Road C. Moreover, a large
undeveloped parcel zoned for high-density residential development is located in the opposite
corner of the intersection of County Road C and Dale Street. While the Wheaton Woods
proposal does not contemplate two-family or townhome dwellings, Planning Division staff
believes that the potential future development of these residential types in the proposed LDR-
2 district would not be inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood.

The LDR-2 lots proposed in Moore’s Farrington Estates, in addition to being substantially far
from other LDR-2 or MDR developments, were much larger than the LDR-2 lots proposed
for Wheaton Woods. The larger lots of Moore’s Farrington Estates would have easily
accommodated duplexes or other two-family units to be built on them in the future, having

PF16-003_RPCA_20160302
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RCA Exhibit A

the possibility of doubling the residential density in the future, despite the developer’s
intentions to build single-family homes. The LDR-2 lots in Wheaton Woods are, by contrast,
much smaller, and are not conducive to future redevelopment as two-family homes.

Moore’s Farrington Estates Denial Finding C: In addition, the minimum single home lot
sizes and density allowed in the LDR-2 district are not consistent with the surrounding
neighborhood of large and average size single family lots.

Wheaton Woods Lots 9 — 12, Block 2 in the proposed LDR-2 district would directly abut a
relatively large LDR-1 parcel and other average-sized parcels farther to the west, but
Planning Division staff believes the proposed small lots would be consistent with the
extensive small-lot, duplex, and multi-family residential development in the LDR-2, MDR,
and HDR-1 districts across the adjacent streets. As mentioned earlier, the proposed small,
single-family lots would also serve as a transition from the denser residential areas south and
east of the site to the less-dense neighborhood to the north and west.

Moore’s Farrington Estates Denial Finding D: This property, as part of the
Comprehensive Planning Process in 2008 and 2009, had been zoned LDR1 after deliberate
analysis, study, and deliberation by City staff and City Council.

Unlike the rejected Moore’s Farrington Estates proposal, the Wheaton Woods property did
not receive such attention during that Comprehensive Planning process or in the subsequent
zoning update process that was completed in 2010. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan’s
treatment of Planning District 5 focuses primarily on the Rice Street corridor and otherwise
“reinforces existing land use patterns.”

Moore’s Farrington Estates Denial Finding E: The proposed plat creates lot sizes that do
not meet the lot standards for single-family required in Chapter 1103.06 of the Subdivision
Code.

The section of the Subdivision Code cited in this finding, adopted in 1956, says that the
“minimum lot dimensions designed for single-family detached dwelling developments shall
be” 100 feet of width and depth and 12,500 square feet for corner lots, and 85 feet in width,
110 feet in depth, and 11,000 square feet for non-corner lots. And when Roseville’s first
zoning ordinance was adopted in 1959, the residential districts were consistent with these
standards because the Zoning Code did not anticipate that kind of small-lot, single-family,
detached residential development that has occurred in more recent decades through Planned
Unit Development approvals. With the adoption of the current Zoning Code in 2010,
standards for small lots intended for development of single-family, detached dwellings were
established in the LDR-2 and MDR districts which are smaller than the standards of
81103.06. The fact that smaller lot size standards were created for development of one-
family, detached dwellings in LDR-2 and MDR districts leads one to the conclusion that the
lot size standards of the Subdivision Code were understood to relate only to the LDR-1
district—and not to apply to single-family development lots in other districts.

Moreover, on April 21, 2014, the Planning Commission and City Council approved a
preliminary plat for an initial version of what became the Garden Station development. In
part, this plat created 11 small lots designed for development of single-family detached
dwellings, which conformed to the minimum standards for such lots in the Medium-Density
Residential zoning district, but which were significantly substandard to the requirements in
81103.06. Here again, this action leads to the conclusion that the provisions of §1103.06 do
not apply to all lots intended for development of single-family, detached homes.

PF16-003_RPCA_20160302
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The preceding discussion is intended to clarify that, despite some superficial similarities,
Planning Division staff finds that the Wheaton Woods proposal is materially different from the
Moore’s Farrington Estates plat that was rejected in 2014, and is consistent with the spirit and
intent of the LDR-2 district.

PRELIMINARY PLAT ANALYSIS

As a preliminary plat of a residential subdivision, the proposal is subject to the minimum lot
sizes and roadway design standards of the subdivision code, established in Chapter 1103 (Design
Standards) of the City Code. The applicable standards are reviewed below.

City Code §1103.02 (Streets): An existing Wheaton Avenue right-of-way connects the dead end
of the street on the west end of the subject property to Dale Street on the east, but the right-of-
way remains undeveloped. The present proposal would vacate the existing, straight right-of-way
and dedicate a new, gently curving right-of-way in its place. The proposed right-of-way would
preserve the perpendicular intersection with Dale Street, and would be 60 feet in width, as
required for a local street.

81103.021 (Minimum Roadway Standards): The proposed street is shown as 32 feet in width,
which conforms to the standard width requirement and allows for parking on both sides of the
street. The applicant is requesting consideration of a 26-foot wide street, however, because the
narrower street would reduce the impervious coverage of the new development, it would still
allow parking on one side of the street, and it would have a traffic calming effect near Dale
Street. A street width less than 32 feet would be “substandard,” but narrower widths (and reduced
on-street parking) can be approved by the City Council with the support of the Public Works
Department. Public Works staff would support parking on one side of the street and a width of 28
feet, but not 26 feet. Presently, staff would recommend the parking be on the south side of
Wheaton Avenue and that the street expand on the north side at its tie-in point with the existing
section of Wheaton Avenue to the west. The developer would be responsible for the costs of the
no parking signs and installation, which would be covered in the Public Improvement Contract
(PIC).

City Code 8§1103.04 (Easements): Drainage and utility easements 12 feet in width, centered on
side and rear property lines, are required where necessary. The proposed plat shows 10-foot
easements in these locations, but a recommendation to approve the preliminary plat should
include a condition that the required easements be dedicated.

City Code 8§1103.06 (Lot Standards): Subd. A of this section requires that all lots for one-
family detached dwellings must be at least 85 feet wide, 110 feet deep, and comprise at least
11,000 square feet in area, Subd. B of this section requires that all corner lots for one-family
detached dwellings must be at least 100 feet wide, 100 feet deep, and comprise at least 12,500
square feet in area, and Subd. F of this section specifies that “side lines of lots shall be at right
angles or radial to the street line.”

REVIEW OF LOoTs 1 -5, BLOCK 1, AND LOTS 1 -6, BLOCK 2
All of these lots meet or exceed the minimum size requirements.

Depending on how the term “street line” is defined in Subd. F, however, one may conclude either
that these lots do meet this requirement or that that they do not. Clearly, most of the proposed
new side lines of these lots are neither radial nor perpendicular to the curvatures of the right-of-
way or the proposed curb line, and this can reasonably lead to the conclusion that the proposal
violates this provision of the Subdivision Code. Alternatively, if the “street line” is understood a
PF16-003_RPCA_20160302

Page 5 of 41 Page 5 of 8



RCA Exhibit A

179 little more broadly to describe the straight line between the current end of Wheaton Avenue and
180 its nearby intersection with Dale Street, then the proposed new side lines of those lots would
181 conform to this requirement.

182 It is the opinion of Planning Division staff that the Planning Commission can reasonably

183 recommend approval of the right-of-way as proposed, finding that the side lines of the proposed
184 new lots meet the spirit and intent of this “perpendicularity” requirement, despite the undulations
185 in this short section of street that is making an otherwise straight west-to-east connection of

186 existing roadways. The Commission could instead reasonably recommend that the right-of-way
187 be straightened so that the side lines of the proposed new lots are perpendicular to the right-of-
188 way itself. If the right-of-way is supported as proposed, it would perpetuate the curvilinear

189  character of, and the roughly north-to-south side lines of parcels along, the existing section of
190 Wheaton Avenue. Alternatively, if a straight right-of-way is supported, all of the proposed lots
191 along Wheaton Avenue would still meet or exceed the minimum lot size requirements, although
192 significant re-engineering of the grading and drainage plans may become necessary.

193 REVIEW OF LOTS 6 — 12, BLOCK 2

194 Asdiscussed in lines 103 — 126 above, Planning Division staff believes that the minimum lot

195  size requirements of City Code §1103.06 are only intended to apply to the LDR-1 zoning district.
196 Consequently, the pertinent minimum size standards for one-family, detached residential lots in
197 the LDR-2 zoning district are established in Table 1004-4 (LDR-2 Dimensional Standards) of the
198 Zoning Code. All of the proposed LDR-2 lots meet or exceed the minimum required width of 60
199  feet and the minimum required lot area of 6,000 square feet.

200 Roseville’s Public Works Department staff has been working with the applicant to address the

201 requirements related to grading and drainage, street design, and the public utilities that will be

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

203 hearing, actions by the Planning Commission and the City Council typically include conditions
204 that such plans must ultimately meet the approval of Public Works staff.

205 City Code 81011.04B specifies that the current plat proposal triggers the applicability of the tree
206 preservation and restoration requirements. A tree preservation and restoration plan has been

207 submitted, and is included with this RPCA as Attachment D; the plan is presently under review
208 by Mark Rehder, Roseville’s consulting certified arborist. While this plan may continue to be
209 modified as a result of required changes to grading and storm water plans or conditions of

210 preliminary plat approval, Mr. Rehder has observed that the applicant’s current calculations are
211 correct, and that the proposed tree removal would obligate the developer to plant at least 23

212 replacement trees of a minimum 3-inch caliper. This replacement total may seem low, but that’s
213 the result of the fact that the existing tree cover is not a “high value” forest, as it is mostly

214 composed of Siberian elms and boxelder, with lots of downfall and poor quality trees. Mr.

215 Rehder’s team did not notice any specimen-type trees to potentially preserve, nor did they find
216 any potentially hazardous trees near the property lines.

217 At its meeting of February 29, 2016, Roseville’s Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the
218 proposed preliminary plat against the park dedication requirements of §1103.07 of the City Code.
219 At the time this RPCA was drafted, the commission’s recommendation about whether to require
220  park dedication of land or cash in lieu of land has not yet been made. Planning Division staff will
221 report on this topic as part of the presentation at the public hearing. Since the subject property
222 comprises three developable parcels the proposed 17-lot plat would create 14 new building sites.
223 The 2016 Fee Schedule establishes a park dedication amount of $3,500 per residential unit; if the
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Parks and Recreation Commission recommends a dedication of cash, the 14 newly-created
residential lots would require a total of $49,000, to be collected prior to recording an approved
plat at Ramsey County.

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on several occasions between January
14 and February 18, 2016, to discuss this application. Beyond the above comments pertaining to
the zoning and subdivision codes representatives of the Public Works Department had the only
additional comments; they are listed below.

a. In general, the proposed storm water plan meets City requirements, but a few additional
improvements will be required to address additional runoff onto Dale Street.

» The City will maintain the new infiltration basins as runoff is from public rights-of-way
and other property adjacent to the development.

0 Proper easements around the ponds need to be made.

0 Proper easements for access to the pond on Lot 2 block 2 needs to be made.
0 The City will allow curb cut openings in lieu of drain tile overflows.
0

As part of the PIC, the City will require a 2-year maintenance/warranty period on the
infiltration basins to assure they are functioning properly.

» Additional storm sewer catch basins are required on Dale Street to accommodate
additional runoff form the proposed lots.

» Additional storm sewer and catch basins are required on Wheaton Avenue to manage
runoff.

o0 The City will work with the applicant to provide some additional underground
storage/infiltration.

b. In general the water and sewer utility layout meets City standards.

c. The only grading concern is the proposed retaining wall on Lots 8 — 10 Block 2. This wall
would be private, and the applicant has not yet demonstrated that they can achieve proper
drainage around this location.

d. The 17 single-family homes that would be facilitated by the proposed preliminary plat would
be expected to contribute approximately 170 vehicle trips per day to the nearby road network.
Given the close proximity of these homes to Dale Street and the scale of the increase in
vehicle traffic, staff doesn’t believe that a traffic analysis is necessary.

PuBLIC COMMENT

The required open house meeting for this proposal was held by the applicant on December 17,
2015. A summary of the discussion at the meeting is included with this RPCA as part of
Attachment D. Please note that the initial proposal, which was presented at the open house
meeting, involved a request for a variance to allow some narrower lots along the north side of
Wheaton Avenue; that part of the application has been withdrawn.

At the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has received three emails from
members of the public about the proposal; these written comments are also included with this
RPCA as part of Attachment D.

PF16-003_RPCA_20160302
Page 7 of 8
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263 RECOMMENDED ACTIONS

264 By motion, recommend approval of the proposed rezoning of Ramsey County PIN 02-29-23-
265  44-0065 from LDR-1 to LDR-2 based on the comments and findings of this report.

266 By motion, recommend approval of the proposed Wheaton Woods preliminary plat of the
267 Ramsey County PINs 02-29-23-44-0065, -0066, and -0067, based on the comments and findings
268 of this report, and subject to the following conditions:

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

270 management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards prior to
271 the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements;

272 b. A Public Improvement Contract pertaining to the construction, dedication, and warranty of
273 public infrastructure as detailed in this report shall be prepared by the applicant and reviewed
274 by the City for approval concurrent with the final plat;

275 ¢. The width of the proposed street shall not be less than 28 feet. If the street is approved

276 narrower than 32 feet, the street shall expand/taper on the north side at its tie-in point with
277 the existing section of Wheaton Avenue to the west, parking shall be prohibited on the north
278 side of the street, and the applicant shall be responsible for installing “no parking” signage as
279 required.

280 d. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit
281 from the watershed district;

282 If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend that Wheaton Avenue be approved as a
283 straight street rather than a curvilinear street as proposed, the following additional condition
284 would be appropriate:

285 e. The Wheaton Avenue right-of-way shall be left straight, contrary to the proposed curving
286 alignment, in order for the lots in the proposed plat to conform to City Code 81103.06F.

287 Please note that the preliminary plat as proposed necessitates the requested rezoning. If the

288 Planning Commission is inclined to recommend denial of the rezoning but is willing to consider
289 arevised plat that leaves the LDR-1 zoning in place, the Commission can encourage the

290  applicant to withdraw the rezoning application and table action on the preliminary plat to allow
291 revisions and additional discussion at a later date

292  ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

293 Pass a motion to table one or both parts of the application for future action. Tabling the

294 rezoning beyond April 4, 2016 may require extension of the 60-day action deadline established in
295 Minn. Stat. 15.99; tabling the preliminary plat beyond June 3, 2016, may require extension of the
296 120-day timeline established in Minn. Stat. 8462.358 subd. 3b.

297 By motion, recommend denial of the request. A recommendation to deny either part of the
298 application should be supported by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s
299 review of the application, applicable City Code regulations, and the public record.

Attachments:  A: Area map C: Proposed plans
B: Aerial photo D: Open house information and public comment

Prepared by:  Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd

651-792-7073 ‘ﬁl
bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com

PF16-003_RPCA_20160302 /
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Attachment B for Planning File 16-003

Location Map

I
Disclaimer

Data Sources 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,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (2/2/2016) 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
«
Aerial Data: Surdex (4/2015) 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

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies
. City of Roseville. Community Development Department are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Si R ¥ of Ro Peor ¥ D P P ' 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

ite Location 2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which

Pf @e] (F%I:J 419‘ 2016 arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Prepared by:
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Golden Valley Land Company
6001 Glenwood Ave.
Golden Valley, MN 55422
(612-309-9215; Peter Knaeble)

WHEATON WOODS, ROSEVILLE

RE-ZONING NARRATIVE
2/3/16

Golden Valley Land Company is proposing a residential land development project for the 5.82 ac.
vacant land site that is located at Wheaton Ave. and Dale St. N. (in the NW quadrant of County
Road C and Dale St. N.). The site is currently zoned LDR-1 Low Density Residential and is
privately owned.

The proposed project would be for 17 single family homes (eleven zoned LDR-1 Low Density
Residential and six zoned LDR-2 Low Density Residential) . A portion of the site along Dale St.
N. would be proposed to be rezoned from LDR-1 Low Density Residential to LDR-2 Low
Density Residential with 60-70° wide lots. The proposed project would extend the existing
Wheaton Ave. east to Dale St. N.

We believe that our rezoning to LDR-2 Low Density Residential for six lots is appropriate
because across Dale St. N. to the east are the Ramsey Square Condos (zoned HDR-1 High
Density); and across Co. Rd. C to the south are the Rosetown Ridge Townhomes (zoned MDR-1
Medium Density). Our proposed LDR-2 Low Density Residential zoning is a reasonable
transition between the High Density HDR-1 zoning and the Low Density Residential LDR-1
zoning.

Page 11 of 41 Page 1 of 9



RCA Exhibit A RPCA Attachment C

Golden Valley Land Company
6001 Glenwood Ave.
Golden Valley, MN 55422
(612-309-9215; Peter Knaeble)
(peterknaeble@gmail.com)

WHEATON WOODS, ROSEVILLE

PRELIMINARY PLAT NARRATIVE
2/3/16

Golden Valley Land Company is proposing a residential land development project for the 5.82 ac.
vacant land site that is located at Wheaton Ave. and Dale St. N. (in the NW quadrant of County
Road C and Dale St. N.). The site is currently zoned LDR-1 Low Density Residential and is
privately owned.

The proposed project would be for 17 single family homes (eleven zoned LDR-1 Low Density
Residential and six zoned LDR-2 Low Density Residential) . A portion of the site along Dale St.
N. would be proposed to be rezoned from LDR-1 Low Density Residential to LDR-2 Low
Density Residential with 60-70 wide lots. The proposed project would extend the existing
Wheaton Ave. east to Dale St. N.

We believe that our rezoning to LDR-2 Low Density Residential for six lots is appropriate
because across Dale St. N. to the east are the Ramsey Square Condos (zoned HDR-1 High
Density); and across Co. Rd. C to the south are the Rosetown Ridge Townhomes (zoned MDR-1
Medium Density). Our proposed LDR-2 Low Density Residential zoning is a reasonable
transition between the High Density HDR-1 zoning and the Low Density Residential LDR-1
zoning,

Stormwater for this project will be treated with a series of infiltration basins design to exceed the
standards of the both the City of Roseville and the Rice Creek Watershed District. These
standards account for both infiltration and rates of runoff from the site. Sanitary sewer and
watermain will be constructed along Wheaton Ave. and will connect to the existing sanitary sewer
and watermain stubs on Dale St. N.

The additional traffic from these 17 new homes will be approximately 170 trips/day. We do not
expect these additional trips to exceed the capacity of either Wheaton Ave. or Dale St. N. We
would expect the majority of these trips will go west on Wheaton Ave., south on Dale St. N, to
County Road C. or continue south on Dale St. N.

We had our surveyor and our certified tree inspector prepare a tree survey of this property. Of
the 477 trees surveyed, only 38 (7.9%) were designated “significant” trees. There were no
“heritage” trees on the property. According to our preliminary Tree Preservation Plan, we will be
required to replace 68 caliper inches of trees.

Page 12 of 41 Page 2 of 9
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CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

~for~ GOLDEN VALLEY LAND COMPANY

~of~ WHEATON WOODS
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' ; SITE INFORMATION: |ﬁvﬁ5ite

. ’ 4931 W. 35TH ST, BUITE 200
ZONING NOTES: ST.LOUIS PARK, MN 55416

CivilSiteGroup.com
| { EXISTING ZONING LDR-1 LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL Matt Pavek Pat Sarver

N i 763-213-3944 952-250-2003
i I PROPOSED ZONING LDR-1 & LDR2 LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (SEE ZONING TABLE FOR LOTS)

LDR-1 STANDARD ZONING
MINIMUM LOT SIZE = 11,000 SF (12,500 SF CORNER)

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH = 85' (400' CORNER) AT FSB

MINMUMLOT DEPTH = 140 DEPTH (100" GORNER)

FRONT SETBACK (FSB) = 30" (EXCL. PORCHES)

SIDE SETBACK (SSB) = 5 (10' CORNER)

REAR SETBACK (RSB) = 30' .
MAX. IMPERVIOUS = 30% (HOUSE AND DRIVEWAY) 50% MAX. (INCLUDING STRUCTURES, PATIOS, ETC.)
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LDR-2 STANDARD ZONING
MAX. 8 UNITS/ACRE

MINIMUM LOT SIZE = 6,000 SF

MINIMUM LOT WIDTH = 60" AT FSB

FRONT SETBACK (FSB)= 30' (EXCL. PORCHES)

SIDE SETBACK (SSB) =5 (10" CORNER)

REAR SETBACK (RSB) = 30°

MAX, IMPERVIOUS? = 30% (HOUSE AND DRIVEWAY) 0% MAX, (INCLUDING STRUGTURES, PATIOS, ETG.)
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GENERAL GRADING NOTES: - ® GE e
1. SEE SITE PLAN FOR HORIZONTAL LAYOUT & GENERAL GRADING NOTES. . @i U i Slte
2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLETE THE SITE GRADING CONSTRUGTION (INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO SITE < mm m:;, s
' PREPARATION, SOIL CORRECTION, EXGAVATION, EMBANKMENT, ETC.) IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF ST.LOUIS PARK, MN 65416
THE OWNER'S SOILS ENGINEER. AL SOIL TESTING SHALL BE COMPLETED BY THE OWNER'S BOILS ENGINEER. THE Vit paek. CTIECIARCON s
CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR COORIINATING ALL REQUIRED SOIL TESTS AND INSPECTIONSWITHTHE | 7632133044 962:250-2009
SOILS ENGINEER.

3. GRADING AND EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NATIONAL POLLUTION
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT REQUIREMENTS & PERMIT REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY.

4. PROPOSED SPOT GRADES ARE FLOW-LINE FINISHED GRADE ELEVATIONS, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

5. PROPOSED SLOPES SHALL NOT EXCEED 3:1 UNLESS INDICATED OTHERWISE ON THE DRAWINGS. MAXIMUM SLOPES
IN MAINTAINED AREAS IS 4:1

8.  PROPOSED RETAINING WALLS, FREESTANDING WALLS, OR COMBINATION OF WALL TYPES GREATER THAN 4'IN
HEIGHT SHALL BE DESIGNED AND ENGINEERED BY A REGISTERED RETAINING WALL ENGINEER. DESIGN DRAWINGS
SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

2701 DALE STREET

RPo943.48 RP_o42.93 7. THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE OF GRADE STAKES THROUGHOUT THE DURATION OF
i LF=936.28 CONSTRUCTION TO ESTABLISH PROPER GRADES, THE GONTRAGTOR SHALL ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR A FINAL
e TB=24478 FIELD CHECK OF FINISHED GRADES ACCEPTABLE TO THE ENGINEER/LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO TOPSOIL AND
! 8" FB i LF=035,48 LF=034.43
o i LOT 3 BLOGKA, | [pra4s8 Ip=g42.83 SODDING ACTIVITIES, ‘
8 40 ! 14,729 SF ! LOT4BLOGK 1 LOT 5 BLOCK 1 8. IFEXCESS OR SHORTAGE OF SOIL MATERIAL EXISTS, THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL TRANSPORT AL EXCESS SOIL
GF=945.25 : Gr=o44.28, 12,854 SF 13,071 SF b MATERIAL OFF THE SITE TO AN AREA SELECTED BY THE CONTRACTOR, OR IMPORT SUITABLE MATERIAL TO THE SITE.
ioriaock £ Gr=943.48 GF=942.43 & 9. EXCAVATE TOPSOIL FROM AREAS TO BE FURTHER EXCAVATED OR REGRADED AND STOCKPILE IN AREAS
14,853 SF { S N s wd DESIGNATED ON THE SITE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SALVAGE ENOUGH TOPSOIL FOR RESFREADING ON THE SITE
GF=043.60 e  DUEASE) | Do Dar g, 26 AS SPECIFIED, EXCESS TOPSOIL SHALL BE PLACED IN EMBANKMENT AREAS, OUTSIDE OF BUILDING PADS,
T .\ o8 ROADWAYS AND PARKING AREAS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBCUT CUT AREAS, WHERE TURF IS.TO BE
y gs ESTABLISHED, TO A DEPTH OF 6 INCHES. RESPREAD TOPSOIL IN AREAS WHERE TURF IS TO BE ESTABLISHED TO A
MINIMUM DEPTH OF 6 INCHES.
0 ek 10, FINISHED GRADING SHALL BE COMPLETED. THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL UNIFORMLY GRADE AREAS WITHIN LIMITS OF
~CONSTRUGTION LIATS GRADING, INCLUDING ADJACENT TRANSITION AREAS. PROVIDE A SMOOTH FINISHED SURFACE WITHIN SPECIFIED
: . TOLERANCES, WITH UNIFORM LEVELS OR SLOPES BETWEEN POINTS WHERE ELEVATIONS ARE SHOWN, OR BETWEEN

SUCH POINTS AND EXISTING GRADES; AREAS THAT HAVE BEEN FINISH GRADED SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM
SUBSEQUENT CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS, TRAFFIC AND EROSION. REPAIR ALL AREAS THAT HAVE BECOME
RUTTED BY TRAFFIC OR ERODED BY WATER OR HAS SETTLED BELOW THE CORRECT GRADE. ALL AREAS DISTURBED
BY THE CONTRAGTOR'S OPERATIONS SHALL BE RESTORED TO EQUAL OR BETTER THAN ORIGINAL CONDITION OR TO
THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE NEWWORK. .

11, PRIOR TO PLACEMENT OF THE AGGREGATE BASE; A TEST ROLL WILL BE REQUIRED ON THE STREET AND/OR PARKING
AREA SUBGRADE. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE A LOADED TANDEM AXLE TRUCK WITH A GROSS WEIGHT OF 25
TONS. THE TEST ROLLING SHALL BE AT THE DIRECTION OF THE SOILS ENGINEER AND SHALL BE COMPLETED IN
AREAS AS DIRECTED BY THE SOILS ENGINEER. THE SOILS ENGINEER SHALL DETERMINE WHICH SECTIONS OF THE

R ..?J*.\QK "
/ 2

N £ 8
CF=040.31 118 3 s I STREET OR PARKING AREA ARE UNSTABLE. CORRECTION OF THE SUBGRADE SOILS SHALL BE COMPLETED IN =
= e ll j wE ACCORDANGE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE SOILS ENGINEER. O
=943.54 P ryry - ; r
GF=842.06 Thoba0at i : i O 12, TOLERANCES ; i
GF=84440; p g :
B i LF=935.54 LF=934.06 o ockz B 124, ‘THE BUILDING SUBGRADE FINISHED SURFAGE ELEVATION SHALL NOT VARY BY MORE THAN 0.30 FOOT ABOVE, i —l
o 1 LF=936.40  sobe = LN Y et Iproe256 11676 6F | OR 0.30 FOOT BELOW, THE PRESCRIBED ELEVATION AT ANY POINT WHERE MEASUREMENT IS MADE. zZ —
ek TB=044 00 j . » ! =
LOT 1 BLOCK 2 I 10 { S saLooke ! : LOT 4 BLOCK 2 LOT 5 BLOCK 2 | RP=940.31 122, THE STREET OR PARKING AREA SUBGRADE FINISHED SURFACE ELEVATION SHALL NOT VARY BY MORE THAN O >
16,857 SF LOT 2 BLOGK 2 | 16,789 SF % | 107364 SE 12,857 SF 1 4 0.05 FOOT ABOVE, OR 0.10 FOOT BELOW, THE PRESCRIBED ELEVATION GF ANY POINT WHERE MEASUREMENT (5 i
' 15,536 SF > RP=043:84 = % MADE. : -
"’ RP=U3Y.35 | 5 |
I B [ = 123, AREAS WHICH ARE TO RECEIVE TOPSOIL SHALL BE GRADED TOWITHIN 030 FOOT ABOVE OR BELOW THE < 8 :
o w REQUIRED ELEVATION, UNLESS DIRECTED OTHERWISE BY THE ENGINEER. wi
FT s — — a3t 124, TOPSOIL SHALL BE GRADED TO PLUS OR MINUS 1/2 INCH OF THE SPECIFIED THICKNESS. T o
13, MAINTENANCE
. 131, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT NEWLY GRADED AREAS FROM TRAFFIC AND EROSION, AND KEEP AREA ;
FREE OF TRASH AND DEBRIS. .

132, CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR AND REESTABLISH GRADES IN SETTLED, ERODED AND RUTTED AREAS TO
SPECIFIED TOLERANCES, DURING THE CONSTRUCTION, IF REQUIRED, AND DURING THE WARRANTY PERIOD,
ERODED AREAS WHERE TURF IS TO BE ESTABLISHED SHALL BE RESEEDED AND MULCHED.

GOLDEN VALLEY LAND COMPANY
6001 GLENWOOD AVENUE, GOLDEN VALLEY, NN 55422

-
31
133, WHERE COMPLETED COMPACTED AREAS ARE DISTURBED BY SUBSEQUENT CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS OR ut
ADVERSE WEATHER, CONTRACTOR SHALL SCARIFY, SURFACE, RESHAPE, AND COMPACT TO REQUIRED DENSITY DO:
: A & PRIOR TO FURTHER CONSTRUGTION. o
O QO
o EE& | HEREBY GERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN,
- &nfea SPECIFICATION, OR REPORT WAS
T o PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECT
LA , SeaueT
AN CITY OF ROSEVILLE GRADING NOTES: UNIDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA.

1. RESERVED FOR CITY SPECIFIC GRADING NOTES.

Matthew R. Pavek
DATE 2/3/16 LICENSE NO._44263

GRADING PLAN LEGEND:
—————— 891 -———~==~  EX.1 CONTOUR ELEVATION INTERVAL ISSUE/SUBMITTAL SUMMARY

DATE [ DESCRIPTION
4.0"CONTOUR ELEVATION INTERVAL 1U5/16 INARY PLAT

819 —

o " 2/3/16 | FRELMINARY PLAT - REVISED PERCITY__
- SPOT GRADE ELEVATION (FLOW LINE UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED) T
801.0G SPOT GRADE ELEVATION GUTTER
801.0 BC SPOT GRADE ELEVATION BACK OF CURB (TOP OF CURB)
891.0 BS/TS SPOT GRADE ELEVATION BOTTOM OF STAIRS/TOP OF STAIRS

TIP OUT (T.0.) CURB AND GUTTER WHERE
APPLICABLE - TAPER GUTTERS TO DRAIN AS SHOWN

REVISION SUMMARY

T -~ EXISTING AND PROPOSED DRAINAGE ARROWS ‘ SATEDESCRIPTION
GOPHER STATE ONE CALL

R s s ToL A PRELIMINARY
GROUNDWATER INFORMATION: EROSION CONTROL NOTES: . (651) 454-0002 LOCAL GRADING PLAN

PER GEOTECHNICAL REPORT BY HAUGQ GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES; DATED 12-17-15 SEE SWPPP ON SHEETS SW1.0-5W1.5 . 3 :

GROUNDWATER WAS NOT OBSERVED IN BORINGS THAT EXTENDED TO 21 FEET DEEP. ’ . ) >

| iz [ C3.0

. . 200 0 400" L]
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RPCA Attachment C

GENERAL UTILITY NOTES:

1. SEE SITE PLAN FOR HORIZONTAL DIMENSIONS AND LAYOUT.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY LOCATION AND ELEVATION OF EXISTING UTILITIES AND TOPOGRAPHIC
FEATURES PRIOR TO GONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE ENGINEER OF

I@WﬁSlte

G R ©O W
4931 W. 35TH ST. SUITE 200
ST. LOUIS PARK, MN 55416

H CivliSiteGroup.coin
DISCREPANCIES OR VARIATIONS FROM THE PLANS. Matt Pavek peo! Pat Sarver

: 3. ALLEXISTING UTILITY LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE. CONTACT "GOPHER STATE ONE CALL" (651-464-0002 7632133944 962:250-2003
! | OR 800-262-1166) FOR UTILITY LOCATIONS, 48 HOURS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR
! i ORREPLACE ANY UTILTIES THAT ARE DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION AT NO COST TO THE OWNER.

! 4, UTILITY INSTALLATION SHALL CONFORM TO THE CURRENT EDITION OF “STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR WATER
t MAIN AND SERVICE LINE INSTALLATION" AND "SANITARY SEWER AND STORM SEWER INSTALLATION" AS PREPARED
BY THE CITY ENGINEERS ASSOCIATION OF MINNESOTA (CEAM), AND SHALL CONFORM WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF

|

8. PIPE LENGTHS SHOWN ARE FROM CENTER TO CENTER OF STRUCTURE OR TO END OF FLARED END SECTION.

10.  UTILTIES ON THE PLAN ARE SHOWN TO WITHIN &' OF THE BUILDING FOOTPRINT. THE CONTRACTOR 1S ULTIMATELY
| RESPONSIBLE FOR THE FINAL CONNECTION TO BUILDING LINES. COORDINATE WITH ARCHITECTURAL AND
MEGCHANICAL PLANS,

11, CATGH BASINS AND MANHOLES IN PAVED AREAS SHALL BE SUMPED (.04 FEET. ALL CATCH BASINS IN GUTTERS
. SHALL BE SUMPED 0.15 FEET PER DETAILS. RIM ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THIS PLAN DO NOT REFLECT SUMPED
ELEVATIONS.

12, - ALL FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL BE LOCATED 5 FEET BEHIND BACK OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

13, HYDRANT TYPE, VALVE, AND CONNECTION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANGE WITH CITY REQUIREMENTS. HYDRANT
EXTENSIONS ARE INCIDENTAL. :

14, AMINIMUM OF 8 FEET OF COVER IS REQUIRED OVER ALL WATERMAIN, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. EXTRA DEPTH
MAY BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN A MINIMUM OF 18 VERTICAL SEPARATION TO SANITARY OR STORM SEWER LINES.
EXTRA DEPTH WATERMAIN IS INCIDENTAL,

by 16, AMINIMUM OF 18 INCHES OF VERTICAL SEPARATION AND 40 FEET OF HORIZONTAL SEPARATION IS REQUIRED FOR
N/oeo10.43 - ALL UTILITIES, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

15+00 -, 16400 .
1 P = VERIFY) 16. AL CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING UTILITIES SHALL BEE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CITY STANDARDS AND COORDINATED
@2.00%, TYP. : PROP; IE W=919,83 'WITH THE CITY PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
; 17. CONNECTIONS TO EXISTING STRUCUTRES SHALL BE CORE-DRILLED.

18. COORDINATE LOCATIONS AND SIZES OF SERVICE CONNECTIONS WITH THE MECHANICAL DRAWINGS.

PISTMH1 19. COORDINATE INSTALLATION AND SCHEDULING OF THE INSTALLATION OF UTILITIES WITH ADJACENT cmTRAbTORS
CONSTRUCT OVER AND CITY STAFF.

E 27" M .
#E:‘In Yy 27 STOR 20. ALL STREET REPAIRS AND PATCHING SHALL BE PERFORMED PER THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY. ALL PAVEMENT

!E'"FIELD ADJUST CONNECTIONS SHALL BE SAWCUT. ALL TRAFFIC CONTROLS SHALL BE PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR AND SHALL

EXIE NIS=920.62 (VERIFY) BE ESTABLISHED PER THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE MINNESOTA MANUAL ON UNIFORM TRAFFIC GONTROL DEVICES

“PROPIE W=022.02 (MMUTCD) AND THE CITY, THIS SHALL INCLUDE BUT NOT-BE LIMITED TO SIGNAGE, BARRIGADES, FLASHERS, AND
JUST BASED ON EX. IE) FLAGGERS AS NEEDED. ALL PUBLIC STREETS SHALL BE OPEN TO TRAFFIG AT ALL TIMES. NO ROAD CLOSURES

543 CASTING SHALL BE PERMITTED WITHOUT APPROVAL BY THE CITY.

21, AL STRUGTURES, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE, SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO PROPOSED GRADES WHERE REQUIRED. THE
REQUIREMENTS OF ALL OWNERS MUST BE COMPLIED WITH. STRUCTURES BEING RESET TO PAVED AREAS MUST
MEET OWNERS REQUIREMENTS FOR TRAFFIC LOADING.

22. CONTRACTOR SHALL CORDINATE ALL WORK WITH PRIVATE UTILITY COMPANIES.

23, CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE CONNEGTION OF [RRIGATION SERVICE TO UTILITIES, COORDINATE THE
INSTALLATION OF IRRIGATION SLEEVEES NECESSARY AS TO NOT IMPACT INSTALLATION OF UTILITIES.

24, CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN AS-BUILT PLANS THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION AND SUBMIT THESE PLANS TO
ENGINEER UPON COMPLETION OF WORK.

25, ALL JOINTS AND CONNECTIONS IN STORM SEWER SV§1EM SHALL BE GASTIGHT OR WATERTIGHT. APPROVED
RESILIENT RUBBER JOINTS MUST BE USED TO MAKE WATERTIGHT CONNEGTIONS TO MANHOLES, CATCHBASINS, OR
OTHER STRUCTURES.

- 16" DEU EASE, r [ THE CITY AND THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS.
BOTTOM EL.=837,00 : E 5. CASTINGS SHALL BE SALVAGED FROM STRUCTURE REMOVALS AND RE-USED OR PLAGED AT THE DIRECTION OF THE
OQUTLET EL.=938.80 | m ’ OWNER. .
EOF=040.50 i 25 6. ALLWATER PIPE SHALL BE CLASS 52 DUCTILE IRON PIPE (DIP) UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED,
a =3 i [a] M N

%gr\{:g&gzngg 1% 5 8 | 7. ALLSANITARY SEWER SHALL BE SDR 26 POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
E 5 8. ALL STORM SEWER PIPE SHALL BE HDPE UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.
B8
|fn
|

CONNEGT TO EX, 8" WATER .
MAIN STUB: CONTRACTOR TG :
VERIFY SIZE, INV. AND

[} LOT 3BLOCK 1
| - 14,729 SF :

. VOL=1,300

LOT 4 BLOCK 1 ! LOT 5 BLOCK 1
12,854 SF | 13,071 8F

270 IV,
R-4342 ()

QUTLOT A
5,966SF

OT 1 BLOCK 1
14,853 SF

2687 DALE STREI
10,685 SF

/E 5—929 54 HYDRANT & GV

UsaLF 6 PVC S7ag
~ e,

abs L & Pup epR 35— < S DEUEASE — [~ —
SANITARY|@ 2.04%

- IE E=920.18 -~

SAN Ml
RE=938;
IE E=927.9
IE W=928.0)

SAN MH 3
= ~~RE=040.5..

75LF 8] PVC STORY
LGE 200% T
27 TYP,
R1642cASTHG |
RE=935.00

- E E=928.58
|E W=926.6¢

LoT7BLOCKZ

| 8,113 SF

|
I
—IEW=925,44— — —

r

LOT 6 BLOCK 2
11,878 8F

|
!
!

&
10T 1 BLOCK 2
16,857 SF

|

!

!

LOT 4 BLOCK 2 :
19,304 SF i
|

|

!

|

|

|

! LOT 6 BLOCK 2
} 12,557 SF
|

|

|

LOT 3BLOCK 2
16,780 SF

|
|
|
|
!
|
|
|
|
i
|
|
|
\ !
217LF 6" PVC STO‘?
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|

LOT 2 BLOCK 2

15536 SF *

"LOT 8 BLOCK 2

| 6,900 SF

ROSEVILLE, MN
GOLDEN VALLEY LAND COMPANY

@ 1.00%, TYP.

|

[ -

L U NI RATIONBABIN
BOTTOM EL =935,00

% OUTLET EL~936.80

EOF=036,50

100-YR HWL=033.43

INF. VOL=3,428 CF

CBMH 7
27" TYP.
4842 CASTING
RE=034.00
|E E=931.71
|_IE §=931. 71
-

WHEATON WOODS

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
!
3:
|
|

LGT 8 BLGCK 2 |

3

6001 GLENWOOD AVENUE, GOLDEN VALLEY, MN 55422

| 8,900 SE_.;

CITY OF ROSEVILLE UTILITY NOTES:
1. RESERVED FOR GITY SPECIFIC UTIITY NOTES,

21
|
PROJECT

[ HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN,
SPECIFICATION, OR REPORT WAS
PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECT
SUPERVISION AND THAT | AM A DULY
LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF

OT 10 BLOCK
! 8,000 SF

|
|

I

i s AOYR HWL=035.75

INF, VOL=660 CF UTILITY LEGEND:

(0] MANHOLE OR CATCH BASIN

d
!
|

Matthew R. Pavek

DATE_2/8/18 LICENSE No. 44263

@ MANHOLE OR CATCH BASIN

- CATCHBASIN " ISSUE/SUBMITTAL SUMMARY
DATE | DESCRIPTION
e s e WATER MAIN PRELIMINARY PLAT

e permmeancnes. SANITARY SEWER PRELIMINARY PLAT - REVISED PER CITY

e Y. STORM SEWER

LOT 11 BLOCK
| 8,900 SF

|
1

-

|
{
|

LOT 12BLOCK 2!

7,501 SF

. REVISION SUMMARY
DATE | DESCRIPTION

GOPHER STATE ONE CALL
‘ | oot o PRELIMINARY
(651) 454-0002 LOCAL OVERALL UTILITY

PLAN

) | e ) , e C 4 O
. ; ™ ——]
. . . 2008 0 . 400" L
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® 2 [ ]
CITY OF ROSEVILLE TREE NOTES: € ' \"2 E S t
1. RESERVED FOR CITY 8PECIFIC TREE REMOVAL NOTES. 1 i 1 e
1 G R [ ] v [ 24
4831 W. 35TH ST. SUITE 200
ST. LOUIS PARK, MN 55416
CivilSiteGroup.com

Matt Pavek Pat Sarver
7632133944 852-250-2008

&
s
3 TREE PRESERVATION BLAN CALCULATIONS
. ¥ WOODS, ROSEVILLE, MN
é % [Ties tynes suveves
[P SUMMARY TABLE: |Arer. Eim . © NotSigntficont
5% allowed Allowed | Number - Actusl” NetRemoval Hasl |BlackChe Not Signtficant |
L e Number _ Nember of ‘Removal Removat: of Trees  Removal . orWNet  lacentive  Ci Sgrificant.
if |l igafficont {5265 [ uir Oak Sgnificant
i ; | Eromot Evig o ] Mot Sprificant.
s 1 LOT 3 BLOCK 1 ¢ i Totat 36 B4G 236 68 |GreenAsh Senficant
3 o 14,729 SF E < b : [Red Magfe Spificant
e " t | LOT 4 BLOCK 1 LOT 5 BLOCK 1 =y b N : Red0ak Spfcon
12,854 SF I 13,071 SF qa u - i T sivernap . Rgetfican
- : 58 [4 Veritage Herlaga Sigificant Signlfeant. Erampt |
““LOT 1 BLOCK 1 e oo Ow 173 Eamava,
14,853 SF ; g u_éJ w S 8 m
o edMaple
3 CIEli il ) E§ 15T Greensh  Sigribeant 13
2p07 - i e 28 1 ° RedMaplo ¢ o
}'-'-'-A 2 9 RedMaple " Sanificant 1 g
i ~ S5 7 Green Ash, -Signiteant . B E
"t S iy 9} Greonhsh Siteant 9
SRS i
— . Greenhsh  Sgnlfoan A : i
eamhsh. - Signioant )
7. Graennsh 5 ; A
6. Greanash -
B} 8. ¢ Greethsh 8 >- ~
t 6" "Aner. " Sipnifcant. o g 2
8. Geeemhsiy iSignificant . 8 < <
8. | Groenash EI- : 8
21 Grosnash Sgnlficant;. 1 T a. =
33 | Greenhsh ‘Significont -3
G Sptane : 2] = =
RedMaple -Stgasfleant -
EE. Rt g o O &
~ [ e - ol ~ RedMaple. - Stenficant, U |
g et QO = 3
o =
] RedMagle _Significant a S
T-,,...,._.__., p— B % RedMaple o E =
p s B ~ o RedMaple | & 5
a8 | ' B RedMaple  Significant ; w a
24 = b Signticant 4 < o |
’ e | wdnokr o LOT 6 BLOCK 2 e afirant = - Q
AASE d G ey n d o
*® i - | 11,876 SF - >_ "~
. . Sy LOT 4 BLOCK 2 o
LOT 1 BLOCK 2 LoTaBLOCK 2 16304 S oTemockz | ¥ J; cant 0 ] O > w =
16,857 SF LOT 2BLOCK 2 16,789 SF b v | 8 k: 19‘) F LLI >
15,536 SF = pibiant » ) — e
. :g i i SO . : < O _l Z
S& StiyeyMagle” Fnificant . - X u-l < o
- RedMaple Sigifant’ 18 0’ ©
H et L iMagle :Signfeant’ . - 12 I >
§ < I iy . g
: Y [} (! 2 ; 4 =
. : o ¥
i | — ULTIMATE ] 8. o 1] u
; a4
CONSTRUCTION LIMITS / ] i D 0]
[ oo o =
! 5§ o
; 3 o
i S © 5 O ©
g
; L — 5 o
H o e
< o
3 8
3 ] | HEREBY GERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN,
& SPECIFICATION, OR REPORT WAS
ot PREPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY DIRECT
L8 'SUPERVISION AND THAT | AM A DULY
152 LICENSED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA.

o~
X
Q

| 9 2

: [aTh DATE 2/3/18 LICENSE No._44263
-0
5 8 ISSUE/SUBMITTAL SUMMARY
- 0

DATE [ DESCRIPTION
1516}

|PRELIMINARYPLAT ____
2/3/16| PRELIMINARY PLAT - REVISED PER GITY.

LOT 12 BLOCK 2

7,501 SF

REVISION SUMMARY
DATE [ DESCRIPTION

PRELIMINARY TREE
PRESERVATION PLAN

- | | | C5.0

Page 17 of 41 Page 7 of 9
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LANDSCAPING NOTES

CivilSite

1. ALL SHRUB BEDS SHALL BE MULCHED WITH 4* DEPTH OF DOUBLE SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH OVER WEED
BARRIER. OWNER'S REP SHALL APPROVE MULCH SAMPLE PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. EDGING SHALL BE METAL

N | ; EDGING OR APPROVED EQUAL. B P S
5 { 2. PLANT MATERIALS SHALL CONFORM WITH THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS AND pettpee TNRGRURRM L sarvet
' SHALL BE OF HARDY STOCK, FREE FROM DISEASE, DAMAGE AND DISFIGURATION, CONTRAGTOR IS 7632123944 952.250.2008

RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING PLUMBNESS OF PLANT MATERIAL FOR DURING OF ACCEPTANGE PERIOD.

. 3. UPON DISCOVERY OF A DISCREPANCY BETWEEN THE QUANTITY OF PLANTS SHOWN ON THE SCHEDULE AND
THE QUANTITY SHOWN ON THE PLAN, THE PLAN SHALL GOVERN. .

ALL TREEg SHALL BE 3* DECIDUOUS,
SPECIES PER 'CITY OF ROSEVILLE STREET
EE MASTER PLAN., {23 TOTAL) TYP.

jm
¥ 5. ALLAREAS DISTURBED BY CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL RECEIVE 4° LAYER LOAM AND SOD AS SPECIFIED
7 UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE DRAWINGS.
w
= 6. COORDINATE LOCATION OF VEGETATION WITH UNDERGROUND AND OVERHEAD UTILITEES, LIGHTING
dg FIXTURES, DOORS AND WINDOWS, CONTRAGTOR SHALL STAKE N THE FIELD FINAL LOCATION OF TREES AND
g% SHRUBS FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE LANDSGAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.,
N 7. ALLPLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE WATERED AND MAINTAINED UNTIL ACCEPTANCE.
8. REPAIR AT NO COST TO OWNER ALL DAMAGE RESULTING FROM LANDSGAPE CONTRACTOR'S AGTIVITIES.
LOT 3 BLOCK 1 9. SWEEP AND MAINTAIN ALL PAVED SURFAGES FREE OF DEBRIS GENERATED FROM LANDSCAPE
14720 8F I « CONTRACTOR'S ACTIVITIES,
' LOT 4 BLOCK 1 LOT 5 BLORK 1 [ =
12,854 SF t 13,071 8F Qg o
Eo
LOT 1 BLOCK 1 8 t?;‘ g PRUNE AS FIELD DIRECTED BV‘THE LANDSCAPE
14,853 SF w ARGHITECT 10 INPROVE APPEARANCE (RETAN
» ;:‘ % INORMAL TREE SHAPE)
Sg
E © WITH TWO STRANDS OF WIRE TWISTED TOGETHER.
b=d BE PLACED AT 120°
WIRE SHALL BE THREADED THROUGH BLACK RUBBER
) / HOSE COLLAR
ot feeh, TRUNK FLARE JUNCTION: PLANT TREE 12" ABOVE
7 ‘ [EXISTING GRADE
¥ COMPACT BOTTOM OF PIT, TYP.
= CUT AND REMOVE BURLAP FROM TOP 1/3 OF ROOT
J ! BALL. [F NON-BIODEGRADABLE, REMOVE COMPLETEL >
B=018 14 16400 = BACKFILL AS SPECIFIED
L=63%7 t = — MULCH T0 OUTER EDGE OF SAUCER. KEEP MULCH2' 2
R=200,oo == FROMTRUNK. < g
EXISTING GRADE w0
— — SLOPE SIDES OF HOLE n_ ;
- = 7] = =
5
. . a) 0z
X THREE TMES WImH___I O pd O ~d
i 8 OF RODTEALL §
= DECIDUQUS & CONIFEROUS TREE PLANTING - @) =9 2
I I o NTS | & &
85 Wil < 9
! LOT 6 BLOCK 2 __l\ ~ a8
LoT 4 BLOGK 11,876 SF pd =l -~ o]
) OT 4 BLOCK 2 LOT 5 BLOCK 2 S > L
LOT 1 BLOCK 2 LOT 3 BLOCK 2 1 ¥
16,857 SF LOT 2 BLOCK 2 16,789 SF 19,304 SF 12,357 5F {8 LEGEND O w w 2
] 15,536 SF I I = |— ) ] g
: | I = 8 SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH OVER FILTER FABRIC, < @) -
o2 SAMPLES REQUIRED ul N4 < o
- — sop T ~ 8
o 2kl 1* DIA, DECORATIVE ROGK MULCH OVER FILTER FABRIC, = =
. é SAMPLES REQUIRED ; L &
o —
/B4 0o
I oo -
58 PROPOSED GANOPY & EVERGREEN TREE SYMBOLS - SEE )
Q& SCHEDULE AND PLAN FOR SPECIES AND PLANTING SIZES - 0O 3
o
e crc— . w
" PROPOSED DECIDUOUS AND EVERGREEN SHRUB 3 o
o SYMBOLS - SEE SCHEDULE AND PLAN FOR SPECIES AND g
g PLANTING SIZES
9 1 gEi?EIBFT iﬁFT,!‘FY TH;\TPTHIS :VLAN,
oy PROPOSED PERENNIAL PLANT SYMBOLS - SEE FECIFICATION, OF REFORT WAS
PARED BY ME OR UNDE| EC
29 %f SCHEDULE AND PLAN FOR SPECIES AND PLANTING SIZES P O DR MY DineCT
8 0"} LICENSED LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT UNDER
JE LAWS OF THE ST/ OF MINNESOTA.
e 928 ey 3 v - .. @ DECORATIVE BOULDERS, 16°30° DIA. T F THE.STATE OF MNN
S
8 Faglck J. Sarver
@ % DATE 2/3/16 LICENSE NO._24904
£8 ISSUE/SUBMITTAL SUMMARY
- © DATE [DESCRIPTION
S ——— LIMIN,
~ 2/3/18 | PRELIMINARY PLAT - REVISED PER CITY
B 1
o
<}
I &,
1ofe
S ¥
R

P

o
e s o b e e e e o

GOPHER STATE ONE CALL
Y COF Gt 262, 1126 TOLL FREE PRELIMINARY
— (851) 454-0002 LOCAL . LANDSCAPE PLAN

CONDITION OF VEGETATION SHALL BE MONITORED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT THROUGHOUT THE
DURATION OF THE CONTRACT. LANDSCAPE MATERIALS PART OF THE CONTRACT SHALL BE WARRANTED FOR
ONE (1) FULL GROWING SEASONS FROM SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION DATE.

REVISION SUMMARY
DATE [DESCRIPTION

[ = e
00 0 4000

L1.0

Page 18 of 41
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LEGEND: ii;Vij,Suitpe

EX. 1' CONTOUR ELEVATION INTERVAL

4931 W, 35TH ST. SUITE 200
| : 98 ————  1'CONTOURELEVATION INTERVAL Lo A i e
: o EXISTING SPOT GRADE ELEVATION et pavek R Sarver
H 213-3944 952.250-2003
: 0 PROPOSED SPOT GRADE ELEVATION e 0
PERINETER
| ERQEIONCONT DRAINAGE ARROW
\ Y 5 o o e  SILT FENGE / BIOROLL - GRADING LIMIT
l. L)
- -l

‘ STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANGE

PROPOSED MANHOLE OR CATCH BASIN
PROPOSED GATE VALVE

PROPOSED FIRE HYDRANT

PROPOSED SANITARY SEWER
PROPOSED STORM SEWER

EXISTING STORM SEWER

EXISTING WATER MAIN

EXISTING GAS MAIN

EXISTING UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC
EXISTING UNDERGROUND CABLE

G

® EXISTING MANHOLE B EXISTING ELECTRIC BOX
O EXISTNGGATCHBASIN - £  EXISTING LIGHT
-O-  EXISTING HYDRANT " ] EXISTlNG GAS METER
®  EXISTING STOPBOX ®  EXISTING GAS VALVE
®  EXISTING GATE VALVE >
3 z N
3 o
g
STRUCTION < o
ANCE SWPPP NOTES: N =
1. THIS PROJECT IS GREATER THAN ONE ACRE AND WILL REQUIRE AN m E =
MPCA NPDES PERMIT. AN EROSION GONTROL PERMIT IS ALSO -
REQUIRED FROM THE GITY OF ROSEVILLE, (] O
N wad
METER 2. SEE SHEETS SWA.0 - SW1.5 FOR ALL EROSION CONTROL NOTES, O =z & z
T TROL DESCRIPTIONS, AND PRAGTICES. o) Sslos
ONSTRUCTION z
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPEN HOUSE
Thursday; December 17, 2015
6:00 - 8:00 pm
Council Chambers, Roseville City Hall
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113

Golden Valley Land Company is proposing a residential land development
project for the 5.82 ac. vacant land site that is located at Wheaton Ave.
and Dale St. N. (in the NW quadrant of County Road C and Dale St. N.).

The proposed project would be for 18 single family homes. A portion of
the site is proposed to be rezoned from LDR-1 Low Density Residential to
LDR-2 Low Density Residential. The proposed project would extend the
existing Wheaton Ave. east to Dale St. N.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from nearby
property owners, and is a required step in the process of seeking City
approval for the proposed zoning map change. A summary of the
comments and questions raised at the open house meeting will be
submitted to the City as part of the formal application.

If you cannot attend this open house meeting, and have questions about
this project, please call or email the developer per the contact information
below.

Golden Valley Land Company
6001 Glenwood Ave.
Golden Valley, MN 55422
(763-213-3944; Matt Pavek)
(mattpavek@gmail.com)
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NEIGHBORHOOD OPEN HOUSE SUMMARY
Thursday; December 17, 2015
6:00 - 8:00 pm
Council Chambers, Roseville City Hall
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113

Golden Valley Land Company (Peter Knaeble and Matt Pavek) held a Neighborhood
Open House regarding the proposed residential land development project for the 5.82
ac. vacant land site that islocated at Wheaton Ave. and Dale St. N. (in the NW
guadrant of County Road C and Dale St. N.). Thesiteiscurrently zoned LDR-1 Low
Density Residential and is privately owned. Notices were mailed to 463 property
owners per the list provided by the City Staff. 21 homeowners attended the
Neighborhood Open House.

We explained that the proposed project would be for 18 single family homes (11
LDR-1 zoned and 7 LDR-2 zoned) . A portion of the site dlong Dale St. N. would be
proposed to be rezoned from LDR-1 Low Density Residential to LDR-2 Low Density
Residential with 60° wide lots. The five LDR-1 zoned lots on the north side of
Wheaton Ave. would need a variance for lot width from 85’ to 80'. The proposed
project would extend the existing Wheaton Ave. east to Dale St. N.

The following issues/concerns were heard:

1. Vishility at the new intersection of Wheaton Ave. and Dale St. N. We responded
that the sight lines at the NW and SW corners would be improved by removing the
existing landscaping, and meeting the City’ s sight triangle requirements.

2. The home at 686 Wheaton Ave. is currently experiencing drainage issuesin their
backyard. We responded that when we prepare our site grading plan we would try to
drain this existing off-site landlocked low areaif possible.

3. Existing speed of traffic on Dale St. N. heading south. We responded that we
would look at the sight distances from Wheaton Ave. to the north and south, as part
of our street design. Existing traffic speeds on Dale St. N. will not be exacerbated by
our project.

4. Proposed traffic increases on Wheaton Ave. and Dale St. N. caused by this project.
We responded that this project will generate about 10 trips/day/home (180 trips/day
total). Since the majority of these tripswill travel east to Dale St. N., we do not
expect that the traffic capacity of Wheaton Ave. or Dale St. N. will be exceeded or
compromised.
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5. Cul-de-sac on Wheaton Ave. We responded that we did not prepare a cul-de-sac
concept of thissite. The neighbors seem to support a cul-de-sac option vs. the
through street option. We explained that a proposed cul-de-sac on the east end of the
proposed Wheaton Ave. would exceed the City’ s maximum cul-de-sac length of 500’.

6. Poor street drainage on the existing east end of Wheaton Ave. We responded that
our proposed street design for the extension of Wheaton Ave. to Dale St. N. would
resolve this existing drainage problem.

7. Home construction building times. We responded that our builders would be
required to meet the existing City requirements for allowable building days and
times.

8. Project schedule. We explained that the street and utility construction would
begin in Spring 2016, and be completed in Fall, 2016. The first homes could be
started in Summer, 2016, and the final homes could be completed by Fall, 2018.
Home construction would be subject to market demand.

9. Treeloss. We responded that the 12 lots on Wheaton Ave. would be custom
graded by the builders at the time of home construction. Thiswill maximize the
number of existing trees that will be saved. We also explained that is project would
meet or exceed the City of Roseville' s tree preservation requirements.

Golden Valley Land Company
6001 Glenwood Ave.

Golden Valey, MN 55422
(763-213-3944; Matt Pavek)
(612-309-9215; Peter Knaeble)
(mattpavek@gmail.com)
(peterknaeble@gmail.com)

Page 25 of 41 Page 6 of 10



RCA Exhibit A RPCA Attachment D

From: noreply@civicplus.com

To: *RVPlanningCommission

Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Commission
Date: Monday, December 28, 2015 9:50:04 AM

Contact Planning Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subiject: Wheaton Woods development

Contact Information

Name: Dawn Loven
Address: 686 W. County Road C
City: Roseville

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer ~ Emalil
to be contacted?

Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.

Phone Number: Field not completed.

Email Address:

Please Share Your After attending the December 17th Neighborhood Open House
Comment, Question or (which | thought was terribly inconvenient for neighbors to attend
Concern one week before Christmas - obviously deliberately planned that

way) | was deeply concerned that the developers are trying to
change a very smart zoning strategy set up by the City of
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Roseville. | want to make certain that you know the residents
were opposed to the proposed rezoning from LRD-1 to LDR-2.
There is absolutely no reason to change the zoning other than
lining the pockets of the developers - putting 6 houses in that
small space is a terrible idea. The neighborhood is already very
nicely organized with larger yards and the proposed rezoning
would destroy the quality of that particular block and would be
an eyesore not matching in any manner the quality of the current
neighborhood. Please DO NOT change the well planned zoning
already in place.

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms
such as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

Page 27 of 41
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Bryan Lloyd

From: Dawn Loven

Sent: Monday, December 28, 2015 11:59 AM
To: Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd

Subject: Wheaton Woods rezoning proposal
Hello,

I am one of the neighborhood residents who attended the recent December 17 Open House regarding the request
from Golden Valley Land Company for a rezoning variance on the proposed Wheaton Woods development.

First and foremost, NO, the planning commission should not grant the proposed zoning map change. The City
forefathers did a very good job of making this portion of Roseville a wonderful green space neighborhood that
reflects the quality of life our city is known for having. By changing the zoning map from LDR-1 to LDR-2 it
would create an overcrowded urban feeling that would destroy the wonderful sense of community pride in
suburban yard space and would damage the quality of the neighborhood.

The purpose of my email is to make certain that the concerns of the neighborhood are heard by the staff of the
Planning Commission.

It was most unfortunate that the "Open House" meeting was held one week before Christmas because I know
the timing so close to the Holiday kept several concerned individuals from being able to attend.

Now the upcoming Planning Commission is just next week. Concerned neighbors must be notified and given
the opportunity to attend. Time is short, but it would be good for you to notify as many neighbors as possible
about your upcoming meeting.

Thank you,

Dawn Loven
686 West County Road C
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Bryan Lloyd

From: John Funk

Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:14 AM

To: RV Planning

Subject: Public Hearing Wed March 2, 2016

We cannot attend this meeting. Since we are on the corner of Wheaton and lona, | just wanted to send a few comments to be
read and or considered at the hearing.

Traffic: Since the rezoning of the property would result in many homes being built and thus more cars, we want to be
sure there is no more traffic on Wheaton (from Dale to lona) than there is now. We are on the corner so we get both
the traffic on lona AND Wheaton and would prefer no more traffic for safety and comfort.

Speed: Some how the speed on the thoroughfare needs to be controlled. | fear the lona intersection might become
more dangerous with Wheaton going through to Dale. This might become a shortcut for Cty Rd C at high congestion
times.

Construction traffic, please direct all traffic to enter and exit on the Dale end.

Construction noise, please limit to business hours only. If and pile driving is needed limit to just a few hours each day
so it does not continue all day.

Other: 1 am very concerned about the current Train noise we hear even inside our home, from the tracks on the east
side of Rice Street. Having this lot cleared for the street may open up what is now a partial noise barrier. The train
noise is enough to drive you crazy as it is.

We moved to this part of Roseville in '92 for the quiet and safe streets and would like to keep it that way.

Thank you for your consideration

John & Cheryl Funk

720 lona Lane
Roseville

P.S. I would like to be put on all future notifications and paper trail of this plan so please forward my email this to the

developer.
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Bryan Lloyd

From: Dawn Loven < >
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 3:30 PM

To: RV Planning

Cc: Brian Benjamin

Subject: Rezoning proposal for Wheaton development

To the Roseville Planning Commissioners, | have read through the Request for Planning Commission Action and have
found its basic premises to be flawed. Please consider this a formal complaint and request that the Planning Commission
deny this rezoning request for the portion of Wheaton Woods along Dale Street.

The decision to rezone should be based upon the current zoning and neighborhood dynamics, not based as a
comparative study of a completely different and previously denied City Council Ruling for another development
(Farrington Estates). Further, the smaller lots "requested" by the developer are the problem. The proposed development
lots should be sized according to the already established zoning for the area which follows the LDR-1 standards. If the
developer cannot (or will not) comply with these lot requirements and make the necessary investments to ensure
compliance, then they should not be allowed to develop this area of land.

The Planning Staff are also wrong when it is stated that "the proposed LDR-2 district would not be inconsistent with the
surrounding neighborhood." The staff are only looking to the East nearly every other aspect of the neighborhoods
surrounding the proposed rezone site is not LDR-2 zoned, nor does the neighborhood does not reflect an LDR-2 zone
with its large yards and evenly spaced single family homes.

This argument is further wrong, when it says this rezone will be a good transition between the different zones. That
transition is already achieved by Dale Street and moving more high density homes from the East side of Dale to the West
just does not support this position. Dale Street is the transition.

The Subdivision Code of 1956 was an insightful decision of how the city of Roseville would be developed to ensure
healthy and family oriented neighborhoods with dwellers committed to making longterm investments in their
properties. LDR-2 housing zones have a higher rate of turnover in ownership than LDR-1 zones and probably have a
higher rate of transition into absentee non-homestead (rental) housing. The 1956 Code is an effective method for
maintaining the residential standards. | am proud that this particular section of Roseville has maintained the highest
standards for large yards and community green space. The proposed rezone will changing the tone of the neighborhood
and damaging the aesthetic of the large yards and green space that we longtime residents have come to appreciate.

Your statement that "LDR-2 and MDR districts leads one to the conclusion that the lot size standards of the Subdivision
Code were understood to relate only to the LDR-1 district--and not to apply to single-family development lots in other
districts" (124-127) is completely misleading and makes unfounded assumptions about the outcomes of the 2010 Zoning
Code. Cite the code and hold the developers to what was actually passed and decided. The Forefathers were visionaries
for what makes Roseville such an attractive suburb and great place to live. By putting high density housing into more
and more corners of our community, we are losing this unique quality of what makes Roseville so special.

| urge and plead with you to vote NO on the rezoning of Dale Street in Wheaton Woods.
Please make my concerns know and noted.

Dawn Loven
686 West County Road C
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PLANNING FILE 16-003

Request by the Golden Valley Land Company in cooperation with George Reiling (property owner)
to REZONE a portion of property along Dale Street from Low Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) District
to Low Density Residential-2 (LDR-2) District and to SUBDIVIDE 5.82 acres into 18 single family
residential lots, including construction of WHEATON AVENUE EXTENSION to Dale Street

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 16-003 at 6:56 p.m.
REZONING

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd provided a summary of the request of the applicant to rezone a parcel at the
northwest corner of County Road C and Dale Street from LDR-1 to LDR-2 and plat the parcel as six lots
(Lots 7 — 12, Block 2 of the proposed plat) for development of single-family, detached homes. Mr. Lloyd
advised that this proposal also included the construction of an extension of Wheaton Avenue to intersect
with Dale Street, and plat the subject parcels adjacent to the Wheaton Avenue right-of-way as eleven lots
for development of single-family, detached homes.

Mr. Lloyd noted that these requests were detailed in the staff report and Attachment C to the report dated
March 2, 2016.

Mr. Lloyd provided staff's analysis as detailed in the staff report, including comparisons and differences in
previous proposals before this application, and its allowance for more of a buffer area and transition from
High Density Residential (HDR) District zoning to single-family uses, existing land use plans in zoning,
and comprehensive plan guidance. Mr. Lloyd reviewed past proposals, and noted changes in city code
since those applications compared to this application. Mr. Lloyd advised that zoning changes approved in
2010 and zoning district establishment addressed lot sizes in particular zoning districts in relationship with
the city’s subdivision code, particularly with the six lots proposed along Dale Street and their conformity to
relevant size requirements in the zoning code.

PRELIMINARY PLAT

Specific to the Preliminary Plat of this residential subdivision, Mr. LIoyd provided a summary of the
request of the applicant to re-plat that parcel and those north of the Wheaton Avenue right-of-way into
single-family residential lots.

Mr. Lloyd noted that staff’'s analysis of this portion of the application was also detailed in the staff report
and attachments dated March 2, 2016.

Mr. Lloyd noted that vacation of the existing right-of-way would occur at the City Council level and serve
to erase and replace it with an undulating right-of-way and curvilinear roadway intended as an engineered
traffic calming effect.

Mr. Lloyd displayed several maps as part of his presentation, including lot lines and street alignment in
accordance with City Code. Mr. Lloyd advised that staff supports the proposal as presented and a
broader interpretation of straight east/west lot lines and alignment of Wheaton Avenue further west and
side property lines north/south versus applying them as proscribed as a radial or perpendicular location to
the street. Mr. Lloyd noted that the City Zoning Code specified lot size standards for LDR-2 for each
parcel and noted that all proposed parcels meet or exceed those standards and are located perpendicular
to Dale Street.

Mr. Lloyd noted that at the time the staff report was written, the Parks & Recreation Commission had not
yet made a determination for park dedication of land or cash-in-lieu-of; and advised that it would be
available at the City Council meeting. Mr. Lloyd did note that at their Commission meeting last night, they
had confirmed that a cash-in-lieu-of dedication would be appropriate, and that recommendation would be
passed along to the City Council accordingly.
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Mr. Lloyd advised that the applicant had submitted a tree preservation and thorough tree inventory of the
site as part of their documentation. In relationship to the realignment of the street and stormwater
drainage plans, Mr. Lloyd noted that, while the final iteration may change during the process, the City’s
Arborist had reviewed the plans and deemed them accurate as presented, resulting in a deficit from
removal and replacement of twenty-three new trees across the site if development is completed as
proposed.

Mr. Lloyd further advised that the City Engineer would continue reviewing plans submitted by the
developer for grading, utilities, street details and stormwater management throughout the process, and
therefore had not been included in staff’s report at this time.

Following preparation of the staff report, Mr. LIoyd noted several emails provided to the Commission, and
one additional follow-up email distributed tonight as a bench handout, attached hereto and made a part
hereof.

In conclusion, Mr. Lloyd advised that staff's analysis supported recommending Rezoning and approval of
the Preliminary Plat, subject to those changes identified in the staff report, lines 266 — 281.

Chair Boguszewski started discussion and questions of staff by clarifying the application, community
engagement and content for this two-pronged request requiring two separate actions.

Mr. Lloyd clarified that the Commission would be reviewing the rezoning request tonight, they would make
their recommendation to the City Council to approve or deny with the City Council being the final
decision-maker. If the Commission chose to not support the rezoning request, Mr. Lloyd suggested they
recommend denying the request rather than tabling the request; asking the applicant to revise their plans
so rezoning would not be necessary and bring that revised plan back to the Commission and a new public
hearing. Mr. Lloyd noted that if the Commission denied the request it would probably proceed to the City
Council for their final adjudication and action before a revised request came back before the Commission.

Chair Boguszewski referenced the email dated February 26, 2016 (bench handout) from Dawn Loven,
686 W County Road C, related to the public notification process and asked Mr. Lloyd to review once
again what triggered the window of time for an applicant to schedule the open house, what governs that
and what occurs first.

Mr. Lloyd prefaced his response by noting that the driving force behind the official statutory timeframe and
that of the additional open house proscribed by city code was greatly impacted by what viable Planning
Commission date might be available for holding the formal public hearing based on the number and type
of cases also appearing before the body along with time for reasonable preparation of those materials.
Mr. Lloyd noted that an open house is required by city code for rezoning and preliminary plat
consideration if creating four or more parcels. Typically, Mr. Lloyd advised that the open house is to be
held within 15 to 45 days of submitting an application. In this case, Mr. Lloyd advised that the it was true
that the open house for this development was held some time ago, with the application itself submitted on
or about December 17, 2016, but subsequently rejected administratively as originally submitted with the
preliminary plat and variances allowing for smaller lot widths. Mr. Lloyd advised that staff did not support
the variance portion of the application and therefore, plans were revised as per the present plat
arrangement. Mr. Lloyd clarified that a revision of plans doesn’t constitute the need for the developer to
hold a new open house.

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the dates were bound by the original
application, and with some flexibility, the timeframe is around thirty days. Chair Boguszewski noted that
the email expressed concern with scheduling the open house and availability of residents around the
proximity to the Christmas holidays, but opined that the window didn’t consider holidays and asked if staff
guided or counseled applicants accordingly.
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Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the calendar and potential conflicts were part of the process in an informal way,
but also agreed with Chair Boguszewski that city code proscribes the times of day and week in defining
open house schedules. Mr. Lloyd noted that it would be difficult to avoid any and all holiday schedules
that vary depending on cultures and beliefs and ethnicities. Mr. Lloyd further clarified that the intent of the
open house is that it be held by the developer with the surrounding community to get their feedback, and
purposely held outside staff’'s determinations and before staff completes their analysis and brings a case
before the Planning Commission for their recommendation. While staff may provide some guidance to the
applicant if asked, Mr. Lloyd noted that city code regulates the process and the only caveat is that the
developer be considerate of the process and intent of the open house process and awareness of the
neighborhood.

Member Daire asked if the proposed zoning change would allow duplexes on these lots.

Mr. Lloyd responded that nominally speaking, duplexes are allowed in LDR-2 zoning districts. However,
Mr. Lloyd noted that a two-family home requires 4,800 square feet per unit, and therefore lots would need
to range from 7,000 to approximately 8,000 square feet. Under this proposal, Mr. Lloyd advised that none
of these lots would be large enough to allow for or accommodate a two-family home without combining
properties, triggering the need to re-plat them before doing so.

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the maximum number allowable for the
proposed area — if rezoned — is six units.

In driving the site, Member Daire observed a turnaround or cul-de-sac and asked if the city owned the
easements or if they infringed on private property. Mr. Lloyd clarified that the cul-de-sac per se was
actually square-ended and is in the existing right-of-way for Wheaton Avenue. Mr. Paschke also
confirmed that it was in the public right-of-way.

Member Daire asked if there was any exploration or a possibility of creating two cul-de-sacs back to back
on Wheaton Avenue. Mr. Paschke advised that the discussion had initially occurred with the developer
and also a curvilinear road. Mr. Paschke opined that such a back-to-back cul-de-sac design would not be
supported by the City Engineer, the Public Works Director, or under the current zoning code.

Member Daire asked if the offset intersection of Wheaton Avenue with Dale Street and across it
presented any problems.

Mr. Lloyd clarified that the alignment across Dale Street is not currently a formal street and serves only as
an access road for Ramsey Square Condominiums. Even without that fact, Mr. Lloyd questioned what
guiding regulations would be enforceable; but suspected the new right-of-way allowed the offset in that
fashion. Mr. Lloyd advised that the Engineering and Public Works Departments had conveyed no
concerns they had.

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Lloyd clarified that only the six lots south of the new extension of
Wheaton Avenue between the proposed street and County Road C were proposed for rezoning to LDR-2.

At the request of Member Gitzen specific to the Outlot being identified as LDR-2 zoning, Mr. Lloyd
clarified that it was inaccurate and simply a typographical error.

Member Bull asked if planning staff had any past experience in using undulating roadways to control
speed.

Mr. Paschke replied affirmatively, noting that the most recent example would be the city’s reconstruction
of South Owasso Boulevard east of where Western Avenue ends and South and West Owasso
Boulevards begin, using traffic calmers to reduce traffic. Mr. Paschke noted there were other examples,
none coming to mind at this time, but in larger developments drive lanes were engineered to meet the
same goal. Mr. Paschke clarified that there weren’t many developments like this in Roseville; but did cite
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the recent Pulte Development project in Roseville using curvilinear roads to traverse from Josephine
Road to County Road C-2. Mr. Paschke opined that this design wasn't out of context with what the city
had supported in the past and from a public works perspective.

Chair Bogus asked if there was published data or national data to support traffic calming results, or if it
had any impact in reducing speeds at all.

While a representative of the Public Works Department was not available to speak to that tonight, Mr.
Paschke opined that there was information to substantiate that narrow and curvilinear roads produced
reduced traffic, and that statistical data and studies would serve to support it.

Mr. Lloyd concurred, noting that the opposite was also true, that generously wide streets with no parking
but with a posted speed of 30 to 35 miles per hour were routinely driven much faster as drivers felt safer
and site lines supported them going at higher speeds accordingly.

From a traffic calming standpoint, Mr. Daire note that he had worked in the field for ten years, and
confirmed that curvilinear roads were shown to reduce speeds, especially if parking was included. Mr.
Daire further noted examples in Roseville where drivelines reduced speed when including a bike path on
the side and demonstrably reduced speeds. Mr. Daire agreed with staff that these strategies were proven
to work.

While requested by Member Bull, Mr. Lloyd advised that he was unable to address whether or not the city
incurred additional cost with this type of road design for plowing and/or maintenance.

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the drainage and utility easements along the side
and rear property boundaries and width of 12’ centered, with 6’ within the property boundaries. Mr. Lloyd
noted that the easements shown are 10’ wide corresponding to side yard setbacks; and identified that as
part of Condition A recommended in the staff report.

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the lot size for LDR-1 lots, at 60’ wide and
6,000 square feet in area, with no depth requirement, but specifying that the lot had to be at least of that
dimension and was effectively addressed by minimum area requirements. A the request of Member
Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that the proposed six lots proposed for rezoning to LDR-2 were
predominantly 60’ wide, with the corner lot at Dale Street and Wheaton Avenue 70’ wide, and the lot
adjacent to County Road C at 65’ wide.

At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Lloyd noted that corner lots are typically different and larger in size,
but there were no specific code requirements for wider designation for corner lots.

Member Gitzen asked about trading outlots and subdivisions of the city.

Mr. Lloyd advised that the city had no opposition to the creation of outlots; noting that it was not unusual if
they represented a large parcel, they may not yet be sold until arrangement of the other parcels in the
area are completed, and possibly re-platted at a later date. Mr. Lloyd clarified that, to his knowledge,
there was no stormwater intent for this remnant outlot, but noted that it simply didn’t fit with the other lots
given the lack of staff support for original variance requests and original proposal for one additional lot on
the north side of Wheaton Avenue and that outlot contributing to those six narrower lots. However, Mr.
Lloyd noted staff's support for the revised plan with five conforming lots for LDR-1, creating the remnant
parcel as an Outlot.

Member Murphy asked if there was a reason the outlot was not included with the lot to the west.

Mr. Lloyd responded that there may be other reasons for not including it, but also noted if the corner
parcel is acquired in the future it could be combined with that area.

Page 34 of 41



RCA Exhibit A

176
177
178

179
180
181
182
183
184
185

186
187
188

189
190

191
192

193
194
195
196
197
198

199
200
201

202
203
204

205
206
207
208

209
210
211
212
213

214
215
216
217
218

Member Stellmach asked what could actually be build if the location remained LDR-1 versus the
proposed LDR-2; and asked if it would prove a challenge to develop single-family homes within that
configuration.

Mr. Lloyd responded that in his assessment of that option, it would require a minimum of 12,500 square
feet at County Road C and Dale Street, and if other lots and tentative lot lines had been followed, the
remaining space between would not have been wide enough to create more than one LDR-1, with the
remaining three parcels not conforming. Mr. Lloyd reiterated that this was an unconventional site to
develop unless those residential lots were narrower in front and on the side and shallow from that aspect,
even though they would be unusual but could be developed and conforming, whether or not they were
attractive to the market place.

Applicant Representatives
Peter Knaeble, Golden Valley Land Co. and Matt Pavek, Land Development Partner; both civil
engineers specializing in infill land development.

As a bench handout, Mr. Knaeble provided an aerial map of the proposed development and lot sizes for
“Wheaton Woods,” attached hereto and made a part hereof.

Mr. Knaeble provided a brief review of their expertise in other challenging development projects in the
metropolitan area, mostly in the western suburbs.

Mr. Knaeble reviewed the design and additional cost for the proposed roadway; and in response to a
guestion of one of the commissioners, advised that most street maintenance costs are attributable to
width and length, estimating that the additional length of this roadway would result in approximately a 5%
increase in those costs. Given the proposed narrower width of this street, Mr. Knaeble estimated that it
would be a wash; and given that there would be no design for additional tonnage, and in accordance with
city standards, he suspected additional savings may actually be realized.

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Knaeble advised that operationally he didn’t see any operational
concerns for snow maintenance and removal between a straight and curving roadway, as long as the
curves were not too sharp, and based on their experience in other subdivisions.

While used to a 10’ versus the 12’ easement as a condition of this first Roseville project, Mr. Knaeble
advised that they had already changed their plans for 12’ easements accordingly; but was amenable to
that remaining as a condition of approval and serving as a reminder.

Regarding the intended use of the Outlot, while no contractual arrangement has been defined, Mr.
Knaeble advised that the adjacent property owner had approached them regarding possible future
purchase; and therefore the parcel had been left as an outlot to provide more flexibility for future use and
development of that property.

Regarding the six lots on Dale Street, Mr. Knaeble advised that their firm had been working with city staff
on concepts since last fall, including looking at rezoning on Dale Street based on LDR-2 standards in the
City of Roseville, and what they felt was an appropriate use. Mr. Knaeble concurred with the staff report

and their recommendation for rezoning as specified; reiterating that the report states that the rezoning is
consistent with and in the spirit and intent of the city’s LDR-2 zoning and land use parameters.

Specific to the open house, its proximity to holidays, and resulting delay in coming before the
Commission, Mr. Knaeble clarified that after meeting with staff subsequent to public concerns expressed
at the open house, as a developer they had delayed this request to the Planning Commission, originally
scheduled for February of 2016, in order to respond to those citizen concerns, and as noted in the open
house narrative provided as part of this report.

Page 35 of 41



RCA Exhibit A

219
220
221
222
223
224
225

226
227
228
229

230
231

232
233

234
235
236

237
238
239
240
241

242
243
244

245
246

247
248
249
250

251
252
253
254

255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262

As noted in that narrative, Mr. Knaeble reviewed concerns with tree removal, current on-site drainage,
traffic, and cul-de-sac options versus a through street, resulting in their traffic calming plans. Mr. Knaeble
advised that they had attempted to explain to neighbors about the cul-de-sac not meeting right-of-way
requirements, based on their understanding of city code, and their interpretation that the city had
apparently always intended that Wheaton Avenue develop as a through street. Specific to the drainage
issues, Mr. Knaeble opined that their firm felt they could improve existing drainage issues through use of
infiltration basins in rear yards to address current off-site drainage concerns.

Regarding tree loss concerns, Mr. Knaeble advised that they listened to residents, and the proposal
includes a two-tiered tree removal strategy or the eleven larger lots through custom grading and minimal
clearing as needed for stormwater drainage and road design. Mr. Knaeble noted that they were working
with builders to design homes that could then fit around those existing trees.

Mr. Knaeble advised that the intent was to start building this year if possible and have some homes ready
to market by 2018.

Chair Boguszewski asked Mr. Knaeble to specifically address the drainage concerns of the neighbor at
686 Western Avenue expressed at the open house.

Mr. Knaeble advised that his firm had met with the neighbor on site; and were proposing an additional
infiltration pond to pick up existing drainage from that landlocked area, hopefully resolving or improving
the current situation.

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Knaeble reviewed the potential location of the cul-de-sac option
as originally reviewed and further study finding it to be inappropriate; including a possible back-to-back
cul-de-sac as suggested by Member Daire. Mr. Knaeble noted that when his firm designed for infill, they
prefer to connect to existing roadways; but in this case, didn’t think it served or was a good ultimate
solution for the neighborhood.

Chair Boguszewski opined that he found the eleven proposed homes along Wheaton Avenue to be
consistent with existing homes and further opined that LDR-2 zoning along Dale Streets seems like a
good buffer and separate sub-zone as those lots front Dale Street.

Mr. Knaeble agreed with that perspective, noting that a few of the existing homes on the north had 60’
wide lots similar to these proposed lots and should blend in well.

Member Murphy noted that with other projects coming before the Commission, neighbors usually had
concerns with parking. With this project, given parking will be allowed on Wheaton Avenue, a 28’ wide
street, were there any concerns with driveway size and cutting off parking along one side; and whether it
would allow adequate on-street parking for residents and visitors.

Mr. Knaeble advised that, based on their experience, they prefer parking on one side as opposed to both,
creating a safer and more predictable environment for neighbors and children. However, Mr. Knaeble
opined that the 28’ width would be safer with that reduced area than might be typically seen in other
developments.

Based on his engineering practice, Member Daire asked Mr. Knaeble how much space was needed from
curb to curb for on-street parking, with Mr. Knaeble responding typically 8’ in width. Given two 10’ drive
lanes, Member Daire further asked if there were any concerns with the opposite curb line. Mr. Knaeble
stated that from the face of the curb to face of opposite curb, a 28’ wide street was designed for drainage
and gutter driving if necessary. From their experience, Mr. Knaeble stated that a lot of western
metropolitan suburbs had residential parking on both sides on 28’ wide streets as a normal standard. Mr.
Knaeble stated that with parking only on one side, he anticipated no problems; as long as signed
accordingly and still allowing two vehicles to pass safely.
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Public Comment

As previously noted, written comment was received from Dawn Loven, 686 W County Road C, speaking
in opposition to the proposed rezoning.

Marge Dettling, 693 Wheaton Avenue

Ms. Dettling opined that a narrow street created more confusion, nor did she find it very safe. With
additional homes yet to be constructed on Dale Street and so close to the corner, Ms. Dettling further
opined that there would be no place for snow storage, especially at that busy corner. If snow builds up,
Ms. Dettling asked if parking would be allowed on Dale Street.

Regarding a curved street, Ms. Dettling opined that it would be much more costly than a straight street;
and if looking further down Wheaton Avenue, there was only one small curve, and she thought a straight
street from the existing dead-end to Dale Street would be more appropriate and fit in better aesthetically
from her perspective.

Member Murphy clarified that Ms. Dettling would prefer the street to go straight through to Dale Street
and be just as wide. When Member Daire suggested the curves may help keep speed down; Ms. Dettling
responded that she didn’t see speeding a problem if the road was straight and if there was to be a curve,
she would prefer it the same width as the current street.

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke advised that Wheaton Avenue was 32’ wide from curb
to curb, making a 4’ difference in the 28’ proposed width for this segment, with the existing segment
currently allowing for parking on both sides.

Regarding parking on Dale Street, Chair Boguszewski noted that parking was controlled by the Roseville
Public Works Department, with Mr. Knaeble clarifying that parking was currently allowed on Dale Street
on the west side adjacent to existing homes and advised that this proposal wouldn’t change that.

Chelsea Evler, 684 lona Avenue

As the parent of young children, Ms. Evler expressed concern with having to undergo the noise of
construction over the next three years, opining that it would be loud, disruptive and take away from their
neighborhood and their property values. Ms. Evler stated her preference that the southeast area of this
property be built into a park, with homes in the area moving toward younger families with children. Ms.
Evler opined that it would be nice to have a park in the neighborhood rather than McMansions towering
over existing homes. Ms. Evler stated her objection to this proposed development.

In driving down Wheaton Avenue, Member Daire noted his observance of a well-beaten path leading off
the cul-de-sac.

Ms. Evler confirmed that path and noted a tree house had even been built at one point. Ms. Evler advised
that this was one of the reasons they’d bought their home because they thought there would be land for
their children to play in. Ms. Evler stated her preference for a wooded area for kids to play versus urban
development surrounding them.

Member Daire asked Ms. Evler if she was aware of people using the proposed development property as a
park.

Ms. Evler responded that she didn’t think they technically considered a park, but she noted newer
neighbors used the property to dump leaves, while older neighbors used it as a play area. Ms. Evler
stated that she saw their home backing up to a wooded area in which her children could play, rather than
having the property all developed with huge homes looking down on their home.

Anne Caldon, 710 Wheaton Avenue
Ms. Caldon noted that when moving into this neighborhood, they were well aware this area could be
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developed since it was private land even though it hadn’t been developed for a considerable amount of
time. Ms. Caldon expressed her appreciation with the work the city did to obtain the best possible plan to
develop these private lots; and spoke in support of the proposed request. While admitting she and her
family would love to see the property remain open land and with the cul-de-sac, Ms. Caldon realistically
acknowledged that it was private land available for development.

Roger Sadecki, 667 County Road C

Mr. Sadecki spoke in support of the roadway being straight and of 32’ width in consideration of
everything. Mr. Sadecki questioned the rationale in having two curves within such a short stretch, and
opined even on paper id didn’t look correct. Mr. Sadecki further opined that Wheaton Avenue didn't go
anywhere, and therefore should allow for a 32’ width and questioned if speeders would use it since it
didn’t go anywhere.

Mr. Sadecki referenced comments at a previous meeting and mention of 687 Wheaton Avenue residents
having a problem with drainage. Mr. Sadecki noted they weren’t the only ones with a drainage problem,
with several properties in the area experiencing drainage issues, including his and that of his neighbor,
opining that that area was like a big lake in the spring.

Mr. Sadecki questioned when these plans were available on the city website, noting that until then,
neither he nor anyone else would have been aware of everything proposed by the developer. If the
developer plans an infiltration pond in the adjacent backyards, including his, Mr. Sadecki opined that he
didn’t get it since ponds were already in place at the cul-de-sac and questioned how it would solve any
problems in the spring when those ponds were frozen and allowed no infiltration.

Specific to the homes on Dale Street serving as a buffer, Mr. Sadecki noted the existence of a huge
buffer already in place on the other side of Dale Street with tennis courts and apartments; and opined
there was no need for another buffer with minimum-sized lots and homes built into the hillside. Mr.
Sadecki also questioned the proposed retaining wall planned due to the steep slope.

While not being against development, Mr. Sadecki stated that he wasn't too thrilled about this whole
development and expressed his preference to retain the wooded area behind his home.

Regarding the 12’ easements, Mr. Sadecki stated that he wasn't familiar with what that meant and
guestioned where they would be located. Mr. Sadecki advised that, if they were intended in his back yard
and for an infiltration pond to accumulate water, he considered that an eyesore for his backyard. While
having asked at the December 17, 2015 open house if the grading for these proposed homes would
match existing homes, Mr. Sadecki noted that now he saw an infiltration pond in his back yard.

In response, Chair Boguszewski asked staff to address the nature and intent of easements as previously
discussed tonight during staff's presentation; location of interior lines on the south side of southern lots
intended for the drainage system itself and how stormwater management was handled under current
code requirements.

Chair Boguszewski also asked Mr. Knaeble to review the intended purpose and expected affect of the
proposed infiltration pond.

Mr. Knaeble did so, noting that after meeting with the neighborhood in December, it was clear that much
of that landlocked area didn’t currently drain well at all. Fortunately, Mr. Knaeble advised that it was found
to be a sandy soil area allowing water to percolate into the ground, but unfortunately the neighbor
previously identified still experienced standing water issues with a large garage or storage shed on site.
Therefore, Mr. Knaeble advised that the intent of the infiltration pond was to improve existing conditions;
and while unable to resolve all, Mr. Knaeble stated his anticipation that it will alleviate some of the
problems. Mr. Knaeble further clarified that their project’s stormwater system in the street will run a line
back to a catch basin system and pipes to pick up that drainage from the back and solve a vast majority
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of the issues. Mr. Knaeble noted it would be a combination of systems and with the capacity to be built
into the new design should address overflow to the storm sewer system.

For the benefit of the last speaker, and neighbors, Chair Boguszewski reiterated that the proposed
stormwater management system should improve not only the 686 parcel but other properties as well
experiencing existing drainage problems.

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Knaeble confirmed that existing drainage issues would be mitigated to
a great extent.

Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at approximately 8:20 p.m.

Commission Discussion/Deliberation — Rezoning Request

As stated by one public speaker tonight, Chair Boguszewski repeated that the city didn’t own the land, but
it was privately owned; and the role of the city and Planning Commission was to ensure the proposed
development didn’t cause harm to adjacent properties. While an option would be for the city to purchase
the property for park/open space, Chair Boguszewski noted that realistically he didn't see that happening.
Chair Boguszewski noted the changes in land use that may differ from what neighbors become
accustomed to over the years; but with private property development becomes inevitable in time and will
not remain status quo. For these eleven lots, Chair Boguszewski stated that he found the proposed
development to be consistent with the nature and character of the adjacent parcels generally in keeping
with the existing neighborhood., and about as good as can be hoped for with redevelopment.

MOTION

Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City Council approval of
the proposed REZONING of Ramsey County PIN 02-29-23-44-0065 from LDR-1 to LDR-2, based on
the comments and findings; as detailed in the staff report dated March 2, 2016.

Chair Boguszewski spoke in support of the motion, and even though the lots will be smaller in moving
from LDR-1 to LDR-2, he stated that he didn’t find it to be of major concern based on the staff clarification
at the request of Member Daire as to the square footage required and inability for a developer to sneak in
with larger dwelling units.

Member Stellmach spoke in support of the rezoning; and based on his on-site observation of the site,
opined that the proposal was in keeping with the other homes along Dale Street and similar to adjacent
uses.

Member Gitzen agreed in his support of the motion and also expressed support for the diversity of
housing options on these smaller lots, adding to the available choices in Roseville.

Living in that area, Member Bull stated his familiarity with the area; and stated that he was very much in
favor of the proposed zoning allowing for buffering of LDR-2 and single-family residents from the HDR
immediately across the street. Member Bull also noted that this provided an opportunity for people to
move into single-family homes of that nature if they desire to stay in that neighborhood while providing
them with additional options.

Member Cunningham expressed her support for the motion for many of the reasons already stated by her
colleagues. Member Cunningham noted that she was somewhat reluctant to change zoning for one
particular project, but found the pieces of this project prohibiting other multi-unit dwellings to be built make
it much more compatible. Member Cunningham noted other lots along Dale Street with similar frontages;
and as mentioned by Member Bull, this provides a buffer as well as providing another option for move-up
housing, opining that she found that a currently a missing component in Roseville, with these homes
providing a more happy medium for that move-up housing versus some higher valued homes identified as
such.
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Member Murphy echoed the previous statements of his colleagues; and based on his drive-by earlier
today and observations, opined that the development would not much change the character of the
existing neighborhood.

Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Commission Discussion/Deliberation — Preliminary Plat Request

Chair Boguszewski sought additional comment from the Commission, noting the only issue remaining
appeared to be either a straight or curved street.

As a driver, Member Cunningham admitted her proclivity to speeding even in residential neighborhoods.
However, Member Cunningham agreed with research supporting curves reducing traffic speeds; and
therefore, found she was inclined to keep the curves, but did express her support in this segment of the
roadway matching the width of the existing Wheaton Avenue. Member Cunningham expressed further
concerns she had with sufficient parking for residents and/or their visitors; and spoke in support of a 32’
wide street and allowing parking on both sides.

Member Daire agreed with a 32’ wide street; and allowing for a 6’ parking lane on either side, leaving two
10’ drive lanes. With the proposed curved alignment, Member Daire opined that this should allow more
than adequate width if striped appropriately as well as keeping speeds down. In response to the comment
of one public speaker that Wheaton Avenue didn't go anywhere, Member Daire noted his initial concern
that it may serve as a drive-around for County Road C and Dale Street to avoid that congestion.

However, having driven down those streets several times earlier today, Member Daire expressed his
disbelief that anyone would settle on that option as a convenient option. Member Daire stated that he was
inclined to approve the proposal and current configuration as planned with the exception of the road
width.

Member Gitzen agreed that he preferred the curved street, opining that it added to the character of the
neighborhood and he thought it would work well in this situation. Member Gitzen noted that the developer
had also been proactive in addressing existing drainage as much as possible, and from that perspective it
provided a good design that he liked and would support.

Member Bull stated his agreement in general with his colleagues, including a 32’ wide street with parking
on both sides and retaining the curving nature of the roadway. Having experienced the design of South
Owasso Boulevard and that curve, Member Bull recognized that there wasn’t as much density with
parking on one side of that street, but opined it would be better to offset that and have parking available
on both sides of Wheaton Avenue. Member Bull further opined that County Road C and Dale Street
should easily support this type of additional housing and trips it would generate, anticipating some
traversing east and west with the extension of Wheaton Avenue. Overall, Member Bull stated his support
of support of the proposal.

Member Stellmach stated his preference for a curved street from an aesthetic and safety standpoint; and
agreed that it would be awkward to go from a 28’ to a 32’ wide street. Member Stellmach opined that a
32’ width may be a better match for the neighborhood and therefore, stated his support for the proposal
accordingly.

Member Murphy noted that the Commission hadn’t heard any petitions from the neighbors for wider
streets and more on-street parking. Member Murphy spoke in support of a curved road and 32’ width for
safety, and to avoid any future regrets. Member Murphy spoke in support of the proposal accordingly.
Member Murphy opined that painting fog lines 6’ from the curb would further define drive lanes and act as
a second traffic calming strategy in the immediate area.
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Chair Boguszewski stated that he could find no fault in someone attempting to reduce the amount of
impervious surfaces, and asked if a default was created if parking was allowed on both sides of a wider
street, or if language limited parking to one side could overcome any potential default if stated explicitly.

Mr. Lloyd clarified that the subdivision code stated that a 32’ wide roadway allowed for parking on both
sides.

Chair Boguszewski suggested revising the language of Condition C in the staff report as follows (lines
275 - 279):

“The width of the proposed street shall not be less than 32'[.]" [If the street is approved narrower than 32,
the street shall expand/taper on the north side at its tie-in point with the existing section of Wheaton
Avenue to the west, parking shall be prohibited on the north side of the street, and the applicant shall be
responsible for installing “no parking” signage as required.]

Member Bull expressed appreciation for the efforts of the developer to address not only new but existing
drainage and improvements as proposed.

MOTION

Member Cunningham moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the City Council
approval of the proposed Wheaton Woods PRELIMINARY PLAT of the Ramsey County PIN’s 02-
29-23-44-0065, 006, and 0067, based on the comments and findings, and conditions as detailed in
the staff report dated March 2, 2016; amended as follows:

e Condition C — Revise to read: “The width of the proposed street shall not be less than
32'[.]”
e Condition E (lines 285-286): delete in its entirety.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Chair Boguszewski noted this proposal was scheduled to go before the City Council at their March 28,
2016, meeting.
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RCA Exhibit C

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDNANCE AMENDING TITLE 10 OF THE CITY CODE, CHANGING THE
ZONING DESIGNATI1ON OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain:

Section 1. Real Property Rezoned. Pursuant to §1009.06 (Zoning Changes) of the Zoning Code
of the City of Roseville, and after the City Council consideration of Planning File 16-003, the
following parcel is rezoned from Low-Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) District to Low-Density
Residential-2 (LDR-2) District:

PIN: 02-29-23-44-0065

Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance amendment to the City Code and Zoning Map shall
take effect upon the passage and publication of this ordinance.

Passed this 28" day of March, 2016.





