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RESSEVHAE
PLANNING COMMISSION

Regular Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, July 12, 2017 at 6:30 p.m.
Roseville City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive

1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Review of Minutes
a. June 7, 2017, regular meeting minutes
4, Communications and Recognitions

a. From the public: Public comment pertaining to land use issues not on this agenda,
including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update

b. From the Commission or staff: Information about assorted business not already on this
agenda, including a brief update on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update process

5. Public Hearing

a. Planning File 17-009: Request by Rose of Sharon, Inc. to change the Comprehensive Plan
(Land Use) designation and Zoning classification on the property located at 2315 Chatsworth
Avenue, and to subdivide the property into six townhome lots and a common outlot.

Existing Land Use designation would change from High Density Residential (HR) to Low
Density Residential (LR) and the Zoning classification would change from High Density
Residential-1 district (HDR-1) to Low Density Residential-2 district (LDR-2).

b. Planning File 17-010: Request by Center Point Solutions, LLC in cooperation with IPREP
Acquisitions, LLC, to amend Centre Pointe Planned Unit Development (PUD) Agreement
1177 to expand the permitted uses within the PUD to include multi-story climate controlled
self-storage and uses identified in the Office/Business Park zoning district.

6. Adjourn

Upcoming Planning Commission Comprehensive Plan Update Meetings: July 26 & August 23
For up to date information on the comprehensive planning process, go to www.cityofroseville.com/CompPlan

Future Meetings: Planning Commission & Variance Board (tentative): August 2 & September 8
City Council (tentative): July 10, 17, 24 & August 14, 28

Be a part of the picture....get involved with your City....\VVolunteer.
For more information, contact Kelly at kelly.obrien@cityofroseville.com or 651-792-7028.

Volunteering, a Great Way to Get Involved.
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This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to
be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (G1S) Data used to prepare
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Planning Commission Regular Meeting
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Draft Minutes — Wednesday, June 7, 2017 — 6:30 p.m.

Call to Order
Chair Murphy called to order the regular meeting of the Planning Commission meeting at
approximately 6:30 p.m. and reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning Commission.

Roll Call
At the request of Chair Murphy, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll.

Members Present:  Chair Robert Murphy; Vice Chair James Bull; and Commissioners
Sharon Brown, James Daire, Chuck Gitzen, and Peter Sparby

Members Absent:  Commissioner Julie Kimble

Staff Present: Community Development Director Kari Collins, City Planner
Thomas Paschke, and Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd

Review of Minutes
a. May 3, 2017, Regular Meeting Minutes

MOTION
Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to approve the May 3, 2017
meeting minutes as verbally amended

Corrections:

= Page 7, line 277 (Sparby)
Typographical Correction: Change the word “thins” to “things”
= Page 10, line 376 (Sparby)
Typographical Correction: Change to the phrase “no applicable” to “not
applicable”
= Page 10, line 442 (Daire and Sparby)
Line should read, “If so, Member Bull noted the need for a definition for

77 7

“parkway”.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Chair Murphy advised the City has employed a service to begin taking the minutes via
webcast.

Member Daire requested that either Chair Murphy identify the Commissioner that is
speaking, or the Commissioner who is speaking identify themselves in an effort to help
out with accuracy in transcribing the minutes.

Community Development Director Collins stated TimeSaver has done a good job
transcribing minutes for the Human Rights Commission, but it may take a couple of
month for them to get used to the voices. They requested names of the Commissioners,
and a regular seating order would be helpful.
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5.

Ms. Collins requested Chair Murphy identify each motioner, and that Commissioners
speak clearly into the microphone.

Communications and Recognitions:
a. From the Public: Public Comment to land use on issues not on this agenda,

including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
None.

. From the Commission or Staff: Information about assorted business not already

on this agenda, including a brief update on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Update process.

In response to Chair Murphy, City Planner Paschke confirmed he sent out an update
and review on the hazardous waste site via email. He commented the files that he
gathered the information from was gathered from Laserfiche and is accessible from
the website. He advised other things can be researched this way in the future, or they
can contact Community Development Director Collins, Senior Planner Lloyd, or
himself for additional help.

Senior Planner Lloyd highlighted the following Walkabouts:

Oasis Park: Thursday, June 8, at 6:00 p.m.

Evergreen Park: Thursday, June 8, at 6:00 p.m.

Lexington Park: Thursday, June 22 at 6:00 p.m.

Marion Street Playlot: Thursday, June 27 at 6:00 p.m. Meet at 5:00 p.m. for
popsicles and to imagine the future of the playlot.

Mr. Lloyd advised Meeting in a Box Kits are still available, and the online survey is
still live.

Member Bull commented he has heard from people who appreciate the survey and
plan to participate.

Chair Murphy inquired about previous discussion on a private road where the
consensus was that 24 feet wide was agreeable, but then learned the Public Works
standard was 20 feet wide. Since then, he heard the developer say he received
direction to construct the road 24 feet wide.

Mr. Paschke responded the confusion may be in determining the differences between
a private roadway and a private drive. A development may have a 20-foot-wide
driveway that accesses a couple of townhomes. A private roadway would be more of
a street design, which has curb, gutter, and paving that has to meet a different
standard of a 24-foot or 26-foot minimum.

Ms. Collins stated there may be some confusion in interpreting the design standards
manual as well, and they will look more into it.

Public Hearing
a. PROJO0042: Request by the City of Roseville to approve a comprehensive

technical update to the requirements and procedures for processing subdivision
proposals as regulated in the City Code Title 11 (Subdivision) and revision of the
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lot size standards established in City Code Chapter 1004 (Residential Districts)
Chair Murphy continued the public hearing for Project File 0042 at approximately
6:47 p.m. held over from the May 3, 2017 meeting.

Mr. Lloyd reported the Planning Commission has been reviewing and commenting on
iterations of updated subdivision code content, and the current document being
presented does not show what has changed along the way because it would be very
difficult to comprehend in some places. He proceeded with his report on the
consolidated changes made in the proposed document.

Pages 1 and 2, Definitions

Mr. Lloyd inquired if there were any comments regarding the definition of parcel, and
stated it was brought to his attention by Member Gitzen that they may want to refer to
a parcel as a partial lot. He plans to get rid of the word “parcel” where it has been
used as a direct synonym with the word “lot”. This will ensure that a property will
only be referred to as a lot. However, there are some instances where the word parcel
refers to part of a piece of property, and the definition should reflect that.

Member Gitzen referred to Page 3, Section (B)(1)(b), Recombination. He explained
parcel should be “all or part of a lot, or multiple lots,” so that it still brings the lot
definition in to the parcel.

Mr. Lloyd agreed that “all or part of a lot” would still make sense in a recombination
scenario, because it could be a large lot with more than just a small piece of one lot.

Chair Murphy confirmed this is a continuation of the Public Hearing from the
meeting on May 3. He will reopen Public Comments, and after discussion, he will be
looking for a motion to forward this document to the Council.

Page 2, Requirements Governing Approval of a Subdivision, Building Permit.
Mr. Lloyd explained the document states a person will not be able to get building
permits or use existing buildings until the whole platting process is completed.
Instead of it saying “...has been approved for platting...”, he suggested it read
“...until the plat has been filed...”

Member Gitzen clarified his suggestion was to have the sentence include the word
“replatting” so that it would be consistent with the paragraph below it regarding
Occupancy Permit. He suggested it read “...has been approved for platting or
replatting...”

Mr. Lloyd agreed and withdrew his previous suggestion.

Member Sparby commented there are no periods at the end of the definitions on Page
1, and it is not consistent with the rest of the City Code.

Mr. Lloyd explained it is because they are not sentences, but will look further into it.
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Pages 2 and 3, Platting Alternatives

Mr. Lloyd described the three types of platting alternatives. He explained that these
would all be reviewed by the Development Review Committee which has multi-
departmental staff that has professional perspectives from different departments and
can review something, identify potential problems, and impose specific conditions of
approval. They would also approve anything that was reviewed by the City Manager,
but the intent was to remove the City Manager as a specific part of the process.

Chair Murphy stated this deals with property lines and inquired how they notify the
impacted party.

In response to Chair Murphy, Mr. Lloyd explained under current code requirements,
there would not be a notification, but it would require the signatures of property
owners that are involved in the moving of a property line boundary.

Member Gitzen referred to Section (B)(1)(c), and inquired if the sentence, “The
proposed corrective subdivision may be approved by the City Manager upon
recommendation of the Community Development Department” should be removed.
The two paragraphs above it are more general and the approval process could be
outline under Applications or Validations and Expiration. Also, he recalled the
Council wanted a certificate of survey on all platting alternatives.

Mr. Lloyd agreed and noted the submission requirements and approval process are
the same for all three platting alternatives, and will be described under Applications
or Validation and Expiration.

Member Daire commented they also should be a way to distinguish between parcels
and lots in the definition section. He also inquired if the Corrections section was
meant to correct something that was already on file.

Mr. Lloyd cited his previous comments regarding changes to parcel and lot
definitions, and confirmed Member Daire’s question regarding Corrections to be true.

Pages 3 and 4, Minor Plat

Mr. Lloyd reminded the Commission the intent of this section is to have all the
information for a plat application and the result would be filing with Ramsey County.
While the outcome is different than a minor subdivision process, the path of review
and action is meant to be similar. This includes a public hearing at the City Council
and potential action at that same meeting.

He pointed out the words “comprehensive land use plan” need to be capitalized, and
they need to decide whether to state it that way, or “comprehensive plan.”

Member Daire suggested they replace the word “utilized” with “used.”
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Mr. Lloyd stated he is supportive of Member Daire’s suggestion. He will also make
sure internal references to another part of the subdivision code are correctly
referenced.

He referred to Section 2(a), pointed out “minor plat” should be capitalized, and
suggested it read, “...requests of approval of substantially the same subdivision and
consolidation on the same property...” He requested direction as to whether it should
also be included in Section 2(b).

Member Gitzen inquired if there was any objection to serial consolidation, and
commented the same wording should be used throughout this section.

Mr. Lloyd stated he will check with the City Attorney, and it may be best to included
it for consistency.

Member Daire inquired if there is a potential for someone trying to avoid an open
house over the subdivision of properties, and to not have to confront their neighbors
regarding serial consolidation or subdivision.

Mr. Lloyd stated if there is a simpler process, there may be some incentive to do that,
but not because someone is trying to get out of an open house.

Member Gitzen referred to Section 3, and stated it talks about filing an approved plat,
but it sounded like a disconnect because it had not been talked about before then.

Mr. Lloyd pointed out the definition of plat includes the filing of record pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 505, but it should be referenced more clearly under
Minor Plat since it is a change from the current code.

Pages 4 and 5, Major Plat

Mr. Lloyd reported under Section 2(b)(ii), they have not requested changes to the
Chapter 314 Fee Schedule because the language is consistent with what is in the
zoning code.

Member Gitzen commented the words “Payment of fee and escrow” sounded to
general, and suggested the fee be defined.

Mr. Paschke suggested it state, “Payment of application fee and escrow.” He
explained the escrow is for large mailings since they are responsible for creating
notices for the open house and public hearing. If the money is not needed, it is
returned to the applicant. There are standard escrow amounts depending on the
process.

Member Gitzen referred to Section 1(c), and pointed out “comprehensive land use
plan” needs to be capitalized. Under Section 1(e), the reference to another section of
the code needs to be changed.
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Mr. Lloyd showed the Commission an example of an application, highlighted the
layout, and advised he will be updating the application forms to reflect the approved
changes.

Member Gitzen inquired if the applications are available online so that he could learn
more about the requirements and process.

Mr. Lloyd confirmed the final applications will be available online and he may be
able to bring them back to a Planning Commission meeting for approval.

Page 6, Variances
Mr. Lloyd inquired if there were additional specific grounds for approval that should
be included.

In reference to Section C(4), Member Brown inquired what an unusual hardship on
the land would be.

Mr. Lloyd commented there is no statutory classification on what unusual hardship
means. He provided an example where a property has odd property lines due to a
curved road and created a hardship in allowing a garage to be built.

Member Bull inquired if a “subdivision variance” was a category of a variance, as
referenced in Sections B and C. He recommended just using “variance” for
consistency.

Mr. Lloyd explained they are all variances, but they are specified in this way because
there are also zoning variances.

Member Daire referred to Section C, and inquired if the phrase “the City Council
shall adopt findings...” means they are required findings for approval or denial of a
variance.

Mr. Lloyd stated with any City Council action about a variance, there needs to be
findings regarding the specific grounds for approval or denial.

Member Gitzen referred to Section A, and suggested the phrase “...as defined by
Minnesota Statute...” be changed to “...by Minnesota Statute.” He also referred to
Section C(4), and inquired if it should state, “The variance, if granted, will be in
harmony with, and not alter essential character of the neighborhood.” He believes
there is case law on what this means.

Mr. Lloyd commented he is unsure since the State is unclear on what specific grounds
they should be looking for.

Page 7, Acceptance of Roadways




261
262
263
264
265
266
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes — Wednesday, June 7, 2017
Page 7

Mr. Lloyd advised this section is a contingency for a plot of land that may not be in
Roseville today, but incorporated into the City if subdivided lots and right of ways are
incorporated. Physical streets are only accepted under formal action.

Pages 7 and 8, Required Improvements
Member Gitzen referred to Section D(2), and requested clarification.

Mr. Lloyd explained a pathway will be required along the whole street if it is a
Collector street or greater.

Member Gitzen referred to Section F(1), and stated the second to last paragraph could
read, “Such lines, conduits or cables shall be placed within easements or dedicated
public right of ways.” He also suggested the last line be removed if there are no
requirements pertaining to it.

Member Sparby pointed out there are multiple defined terms that are capitalized in
this section, such as owner, subdivision, right of ways, boulevard, and median. If
terms are capitalized, they are defined; if they are not capitalized, they are used as a
general term.

Mr. Lloyd advised he will look at other sections of the code to see how these words
are displayed and make it consistent. He will also ask the City Attorney about this
item.

Ms. Collins stated the rest of the City Code does not capitalize with defined terms.
Pages 8 and 9, Arrangements for Improvements

Mr. Lloyd referred to Section C, and stated the when and how a maintenance bond is
released is specific to the terms of the development agreement.

Member Gitzen referred to Section B, and stated it should read, “...specifications
prepared by a Minnesota licensed engineer and approved by...”

Pages 9, 10, and 11, Rights of Way

Mr. Lloyd requested feedback as to whether illustrations need to be required. The
intention is to include more illustrations to the design standards document, but not as
a requirement for a subdivision code.

Member Gitzen referred to Section B, and suggested they add the word “radius” in a
couple of places. It would read, “Collector: 300-foot radius”, “Local: 150-foot radius”
and “Marginal Access: 150-foot radius.”

Page 11, Easements
Member Gitzen inquired who determines where easements are needed.
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Mr. Lloyd explained the Public Works staff generally determines it. It is routine to
have the easements determined when the newly created property boundaries are
created, but not on the exterior existing boundaries.

Member Sparby referred to Section A, and inquired if “where necessary” is giving
direction to the developer rather than putting the obligation on the City to approve.

Mr. Lloyd commented traditionally the City determines where easements are needed.
Page 11, Block Standards

Member Gitzen referred to Section D, and suggested it read, *...may be required to
provide access to abutting properties and to allow for appropriate screening...”

Pages 11 and 12, Lot Standards
Member Brown referred to Section B, and stated the wording in the first paragraph
describing the shapes of lots seems redundant.

Mr. Lloyd responded having predictable and regular shaped lots are encouraged. The
intent is to make sure the lots are easy to fit a house on, meet the minimum standards,
and require people to understand where the property boundaries are.

Mr. Lloyd sketched out a flag lot for members of the Commission. He stated the
problem with these types of lots is there is a narrow frontage at the street and it puts
one house in front of another house. However, if the front part of a subdivided flag lot
meets the minimum requirement of 85 feet, there is no reason to prohibit it.

He stated they have been removing the size requirements with minimums from the
subdivision code to zoning districts. The one requirement that remains in the
subdivision code is the minimum rear lot line length of 30 feet. It prohibits a lot from
going back to a point or short line at the back of a property. He inquired whether this
requirement needs to remain in the subdivision code.

Chair Murphy stated he finds it to be useful for clarity by keeping it in there.

Member Gitzen referred to flag lots, and inquired if more clarity should be included
regarding the minimum required lot width. He suggested it say, “...that fails to
conform to the minimum required lot width at the setback line that passes...”

Mr. Lloyd advised he will include whatever verbiage they use to measure lots.

Pages 12 and 13, Park Dedication

Mr. Lloyd reported they have included simpler language in Sections A and B. The
City Attorney recommended it also include references to Parks and Recreation Master
Plan, Pathways Master Plan, and Comprehensive Plan.
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Member Gitzen referred to Section C, and suggested it be reworded to show the
portion of land to be dedicated in residentially zoned areas shall be 10 percent, and 5
percent of what in all other areas.

Mr. Lloyd commented the figures were talked about last time, but they found it did
not correspond with the updated fee schedule. The Parks and Recreation Department
is working on a more updated fee schedule to make them better correlate, so the
numbers may change in the future.

Member Daire commented the need for park land dedication is related to the
projected increase in demand for park facilities predominately by residential land uses
or subdivisions. It would be wise to define the relationship between requirements for
additional land and/or money in lieu of land, and whether commercial subdivision
really increases the need for park property.

Mr. Lloyd advised they have included information in the meeting packet from the
League of Minnesota Cities that talks about subdivision and provides
recommendations for how a City might approach addressing the need for park
property in a formalized way.

Member Daire commented they should try to correlate the City’s desired standard
rather than use a general standard. They have a unique park system with standards
unique to Roseville, and people who want to develop here should buy into those
standards. He suggested they make sure there is a relationship between the
subdivisions increase in demand on existing facilities and Roseville’s standards that
they want to achieve.

Mr. Lloyd stated they have formal plans for the robust system that Roseville intends
to have and they have outlined the need to contribute to that with future subdivisions.

Mr. Lloyd advised the existing subdivision code does have a Chapter 1104. The entire
subdivision code is three chapters long instead of four. The fourth chapter has been
redistributed throughout the remaining three chapters as processes. He recommended
approval of the proposed subdivision code update, subject to the changes discussed.

Member Gitzen referred to Section C, and pointed out the section referenced at the
end of the paragraph should be Section 1102.05.

Chair Murphy closed the public hearing at 8:07 p.m.; none spoke for or against.

MOTION

Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to recommend approval to
the City Council the revised subdivision proposal as regulated in City Code Title
11 (Subdivision) and revised lot size standards established in City Code Chapter
1004 (Residential Districts), based on the comments and findings the report
input offered at this public hearing.
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Member Gitzen thanked the staff for their work on this project.

Ms. Collins agreed, and stated Mr. Lloyd took the lead on this project and is also the
project manager on the Comprehensive Plan. She thanked him for navigating all the
comments and feedback, and doing a great job.

Commissioner Daire commented Mr. Lloyd has done a phenomenal and professional
job.

Ayes: 6

Nays: 0

Motion carried.

Adjourn

MOTION
Member Gitzen moved, seconded by Member Sparby adjournment of the
meeting at approximately 8:10 p.m.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Agenda Date: 07/12/17
Agenda Item: 5a
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Item Description: Consideration of a Comprehensive Land Use Plan map

change and Zoning map change at 2353 Chatsworth Street
(PF17-009).

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant: Rose of Sharon, Inc.
Location: 2353 Chatsworth Street
Property Owner: Real Life Church
Application Submission: June 2, 2017

City Action Deadline: August 1, 2017
Planning File History: None

LEVEL OF DISCRETION IN DECISION MAKING: Actions taken on a Comprehensive Plan
Land Use change and Rezoning request are legislative; the City has broad discretion in
making land use decisions based on advancing the health, safety, and general welfare of
the community.

BACKGROUND

The subject property (1.41 acres), located in Planning District 7, has a Comprehensive
Plan Land Use Designation of High Density Residential (HDR), and a respective zoning
classification of High Density Residential-1 (HDR-1).

The applicant, Rose of Sharon, Inc. seeks to change the Comprehensive Plan Land Use
designation from the current HDR to Low Density Residential (LDR) to allow the
subject single family home site to be redeveloped into six townhomes in groups of two
units, served by a private drive. The property would be rezoned to the Low Density
Residential-2 (LDR-2) District in order to support the units per acre.

Comp Plan amendments require an Open House Meeting prior to the submittal of an
application. For this proposal, the open house was held on May 18 and was attended by
six residents in the area and one Planning Commissioner. Most of the concerns raised
were regarding the speed of employees leaving the Rose of Sharon facility as well as
discussion on no parking signs along street in this area.

PF17-009_CompPlanRezoneSubd_RPCA 071217
Page 1 of 5



COMPREHENSIVE LAND USe PLAN MAP CHANGE

City Code 8202.07 (Comprehensive Plan Amendments) allows the City Council to seek,
and the Planning Commission to recommend, changes to the Comprehensive Plan. A
recommendation by the Planning Commission to approve a change to the
Comprehensive Plan must have the affirmative votes of at least 5/7ths of the Planning
Commission’s total membership.

Within the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Section, there is no specific direction
regarding the single family parcel that has a current guiding of High Density. Itis
assumed that back in 2008/2009 the thoughts of the Consultant, Stakeholder Panel,
and the City Council, were that an appropriate future use of the site would be for some
type of high density multi-family housing, given the Rose of Sharon facility and Riviera
apartments directly adjacent to the subject property.

Rose of Sharon Manor is a care facility with 85 units located on the west and Riviera
Apartments with 96 units is located on the east. A relatively large single family
neighborhood lies to the northwest and northeast of the subject site. Real Life Church is
directly north and Highway 36 is directly south. Further west are the Grandview
Townhomes and Kinderberry Hill daycare.

The area is slightly unique as Lovell cul-de-sacs at Grandview Townhomes require
access to the subject area from either Lovell via Victoria, Grandview/Chatsworth via
Lexington, or Chatsworth via County Road B2.

At 4.28 units per acre, a low density residential community is the lowest residential
intensification of uses allowed, other than Park/Open Space, and appears to be more
consistent with the broader single family neighborhood than its high density
designation. Similarly, a medium density development seems slightly out of character
with the adjacent single family homes, where such a change in land use designation
would require an additional two units in the proposed development.

The change from the current land use designation to the proposed Low Density
Residential, further promotes the following Residential Area Goals and Policies
identified in the Comprehensive Plan:

Goal 1: Maintain and improve Roseville as an attractive place to live, work,
and play by promoting sustainable land-use patterns, land-use changes, and
new developments that contribute to the preservation and enhancement of
the community’s vitality and sense of identity.

Policy 1.1: Promote and provide for informed and meaningful citizen participation in
planning and review processes.

Policy 1.4: Maintain orderly transitions between different land uses in accord with
the general land-use guidance of the Comprehensive Plan by establishing or
strengthening development design standards.

Goal 5: Create meaningful opportunities for community and neighborhood
engagement in land-use decisions.

Policy 5.1: Utilize traditional and innovative ways to notify the public, the
community, and neighborhoods about upcoming land-use decisions as early as
possible in the review process.

PF17-009_CompPlanRezoneSubd_RPCA 071217
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Policy 5.2: Require meetings between the land-use applicant and affected persons
and/or neighborhoods for changes in land-use designations and projects that have
significant impacts, prior to submittal of the request to the City.

Policy 5.3: Provide for and promote opportunities for informed citizen participation
at all levels in the planning and review processes at both the neighborhood and
community level.

Goal 6: Preserve and enhance the residential character and livability of
existing neighborhoods and ensure that adjacent uses are compatible with
existing neighborhoods.

Policy 6.1: Promote maintenance and reinvestment in existing residential buildings
and properties, residential amenities, and infrastructure to enhance the long-term
desirability of existing neighborhoods and to maintain and improve property
values.

Goal 7: Achieve a broad and flexible range of housing choices within the
community to provide sufficient alternatives to meet the changing housing
needs of current and future residents throughout all stages of life.

Policy 7.1: Promote flexible development standards for new residential
developments to allow innovative development patterns and more efficient
densities that protect and enhance the character, stability, and vitality of
residential neighborhoods.

Policy 7.4: Promote increased housing options within the community that enable
more people to live closer to community services and amenities such as commercial
areas, parks, and trails.

ZONING MAP CHANGE

Assuming that the Comprehensive Plan change is supported and approved, and the
proposed six-unit townhome project also obtains support of the Planning Commission
and City Council, the requested Zoning Map Change becomes a clerical step to ensure
that the zoning map continues to be “consistent with the guidance and intent of the
Comprehensive Plan” as required in City Code §81009.04 (Zoning Changes). In this case,
the LDR-2 district is being proposed as the zoning classification as it supports a slightly
greater density and allows townhomes as a permitted use.

SUBDIVISION PLAT REVIEW
The proposed subdivision plat is a six lot townhome design that includes a common area
outlot and a private driveway. The following are the requirements for LDR-2 lots:

PF17-009_CompPlanRezoneSubd_RPCA 071217
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B. Dimensional Standards:

Table 1004-4 One-Family Two-Family Attached
Maximum density 8 Units/net acre - averaged across development site
Minimum lot area 6,000 Sq. Ft. 4,800 Sq. Ft./Unit | 3,000 Sq. Ft./Unit
Minimum lot width 60 Feet 30 Feet/unit 24 Feet/unit
Maximum building height 30 Feet 30 Feet 35 Feet
Minimum front yard building setback

Street 30 Feet*® 30 Feet™® 30 Feet™®

Interior courtyard 10 Feet® 10 Feet® 10 Feet®
Minimum side yard building setback

Interior 5 Feet 5 Feet 8 Feet (end unit)

Corner 10 Feet 10 Feet 15 Feet

Reverse corner Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot,

but not greater than 30 feet

Minimum rear yard setback 30 Feet ‘ 30 Feet ‘ 30 Feet

Each of the proposed lots meet the minimum standards and building setbacks of Table
1004-4. Lovell Avenue is considered the front and Highway 36 the rear. While the
townhome design is an east/west configuration, only Lot 1, 5 and 6 are required to have
a 30 foot building setback from the property line. That said, all lots adjacent the west
property line (Rose of Sharon) include a minimum 30 foot building setback. Similarly,
each building is to have a minimum 5 foot setback for its townhome lot line, which all
lots meet or exceed.

The proposed private driveway access to Lovell will need to shift slightly west in order to
accommodate proper stacking at a proposed stop sign at Chatsworth. This will create a
slight angle in the private driveway, but not too great to pose safety issues or concerns.

The preliminary tree preservation plan indicates 32 trees on the site of six inches or
greater and of that 22 trees will be preserved and 10trees will be removed. Most of the
tree removal is in the low area or the lot which will be designed for the developments
storm water management requirement. The attached preliminary plat survey includes
the tree breakdown.

Storm water management is currently designed to be located predominantly in the
southwest corner of the property. This corner is where the lot currently drains to and
the developer is currently working with the City Engineer on preliminary design plans.
All storm water drainage must meet the requirements of the City and the Ramsey
Washington Watershed. If drainage is directed to the MnDOT right-of-way, all MnDOT
requirements shall be met, including right of way permits and drainage permits.

Other proposed improvements include pine/evergreen trees along portions of the west
and east property to screen the adjacent residential home (east) and the Rose of Sharon
(west). The Planning staff will continue to work with the developer on finalizing the
screening plan, as well as other site landscaping.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based upon community and neighborhood input, the Planning Division recommends
the following for 2353 Chatsworth Street:

a. The property be re-guided from a Comprehensive Land Use Map designation of High
Density Residential (HDR) to Low Density Residential (LDR); and

b. The property be rezoned from an Official Map classification of High Density
Residential-1 (HDR-1) District to Low Density Residential-2 (LDR-2) District

c. Recommend approval of the preliminary six town home and one outlot subdivision
plat for the property.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

a. Pass a motion to table the item for future action. An action to table must be tied to
the need for clarity, analysis and/or information necessary to make a
recommendation on the request.

b. Pass a motion recommending denial of the proposal. A motion to deny must include
findings of fact germane to the request.

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

By motion recommend approval of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP AND ZONING
MAP CHANGE, AS WELL AS PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL, based on the information contained
within this report dated July 12, 2017.

Report prepared by: Thomas Paschke, City Planner
651-792-7074
thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com

Attachments: A. Site map B. Aerial photo
C. Open house summary D. Preliminary plat information
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Attachment C

June 2, 2017

To: City of Roseville
Thomas Paschke, City Planner

From: Rose of Sharon/Vanguard Builders
Brent Thompson

RE: Neighborhood Mtg Summary
2315 Chatsworth

An Open House Neighborhood Mtg was held on May 18", 2017 at the Real Life Church in Roseville, MN
And per the attached sign —in sheet are the residents who signed along with church administration who
represent the site as sellers of the property.

The findings of the meeting were the usual that neighbors like undeveloped property.

The main reaction received to the proposed development was that the rehabilitation center to the west
is the main concern and that employees of this facility simply put drive to fast on lovell and chatsworth
and ignore signage. The request was if speed bumps and no parking signs could be placed on lovell.

| did make aware to the neighbors that the application being made was to reduce the zoning from HDR
to MDR.

I also had a conversation with the neighbor directly to the east of property that additional trees would
be added along this property line and that | would work with him that we come up with screening that
benefits both properties.
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NOTES VICINITY MAP JONING LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PART O|: SEC. "’ TWP. 29’ QNG. 23 Medium Density Residential (MDR) District That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 11,

Township 29, Range 23, described as follows:

Commencing at a point in the East line of the Northwest Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter distant 686.40 feet South, as measured along said East line,
from the Northeast corner thereof; thence North 86 degrees 43 minutes 40
seconds West a distance of 200.77 feet; thence South 1 degree 44 minutes East,
parallel to the East line of said Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter,
313.70 feet to the Northerly right of way line of State Trunk Highway No. 36;
thence Easterly along said right of way line 200.09 feet to the East line of said
Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter; thence north along the East line of
said Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, 302.10 feet to the point of
beginning, Ramsey County, Minnesota.

— Field survey was completed by E.G. Rud and Sons, Inc. on 5/17/17.

Wheaton B

Maximum Density: 12 units/net acre
Minimum Density: 5 units/net acre
Minimum lot area: 3,600 sq. ft./unit

— Bearings shown are on Ramsey County datum.

Tourity Read TW | €
— Curb shots are taken at the top and back of curb.
Setbacks to project boundary
Front: 30 feet
Rear: 30 feet

Side: 10 feet
15 feet between buildings

— Boundary area of the surveyed premises: 65,581+ sq. ft. (1.41 acres).

Bennet Lake E

— This survey is based upon information found in the commitment for title
insurance prepared by First American Title Insurance Company, File No.
55594, dated effective May 5, 2017 at 8:00 AM.

T Ry
Brooks Ave W b 0 Centrai Pank

E i TRANSIT Ave W
— Surveyed premises shown on this survey map is in Flood Zone X (Areas Sextant Ave W 5 = (‘h
determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain.), according to e 5 5 &
Flood Insurance Rate Map Community No. 270599 Panel No. 0020 Suffix G - — f
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, effective date June 4, 2010. Lle A

| hereby certify that this survey, plan or
report was prepared by me or under my
direct supervision and that | am a duly
Registered Land Surveyor under the laws
of the State of Minnesota.
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Agenda Date: 07/12/17
Agenda Item: 5b

Prepared By Agenda Section
Public Hearings

Department Approval

1

Item Description:  Consideration of a request to amend Planned Unit Development
1177 (Centre Pointe Business Park) to include self-storage and other
uses supported in Table 1006-1 of the City Code as permitted uses

on 3015 Centre Pointe Drive (PF17-010).

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant: Iron Point Real Estate Partners
Location: 3015 Centre Pointe Drive
Property Owner: Center Point Solutions, LLC
Application Submission: June 9, 2017

City Action Deadline: August 8, 2017

Planning File History: PF2880 and PUD #1117

Level of Discretion in Decision Making:

Actions taken on a Planned Unit Development Amendment request are legislative; the
City has broad discretion in making land use decisions based on advancing the health,
safety, and general welfare of the community.

BRIEF INTRODUCTION

Iron Point Real Estate Partners, LP in cooperation with Centre Point Solutions, LLC
seeks an amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD) Agreement 1177 to allow
additional permitted/conditional uses on the property at 3015 Center Pointe Drive, and
specifically a multi-story, climate-controlled, self-storage facility. The Centre Pointe
Business Park is regulated by PUD 1177 and not the Office/Business Park zoning that is
indicated on Roseville’s Official Zoning Map. Contained on the next page is an aerial
snap-shot of the general vicinity of 3015 Centre Pointe Drive.

CENTRE POINT PUD ANALYSIS

In review of the requested PUD amendment, the Planning Division reviewed the history
behind the Centre Pointe PUD in an effort to provide context between the basis for
creation of the PUD and what has changed since its adoption.

Itis clear from our research that the desire back in 1996/1997 was to create a
professional office/jobs-based redevelopment area that offered some service industry
use (hotels and restaurants) or supportive services, as well as light manufacturing. This
is evidenced by the list of permitted uses in the PUD (found in table below) that are
somewhat dependent on office as a primary use. Amendments over the years helped to

PF17-010_RPCA_CPPUDA 011217
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reinforce the office/jobs desire (Veritas and Solutia) but also to support other uses as
was the case with the PUD allowance of a third hotel (Ordinance 1242).

A recent drive through Centre Pointe finds few businesses that are 100% office type
uses. Many, however, are office with customers/clients including Physicians Head &
Neck, Eckroth Music, Respirtech, US Bank Home Mortgage, Pillar Title Services, and
Summit Investments. The Planning Division is unaware of showroom or manufacturing
uses or at least the types identified in the allowable use table of the PUD.

Traffic was also a consideration back in 1996/1997 as evidenced by the Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW) that assisted with the initial PUD and subsequent
Veritas/Solutia amendments. Traffic, however, never materialized to the extent noted
in the original EAW which can be directly tied to how Centre Pointe has developed and
been used (tenant wise) throughout the years. Specifically, the Veritas Campus has not
built out to its approved plan and is currently contemplating a division of land to sell a
portion of the undeveloped Campus for another use. Similarly, the three hotels
contribute to a reduction in overall as well as peak hour traffic, and again the types of
tenants in the various multi-tenant buildings are of a mix that that typically does not
generate high volumes or traffic impacts.
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REVIEW OF REQUEST

Although the 2030 Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map guides the area Office/Business
Park (O/BP) and the Official Zoning Map classifies the area the same, Centre Pointe
Business Park was rezoned from a previous zoning classification of Retail Office Service
District (B-4) to Planned Unit Development Business Zone and is governed by a very
specific Planned Unit Development Agreement (1177) approved in April 1987.

Per the Agreement, uses within the PUD area is limited to the following statement and
table:

In the PUD, the intent is to maintain at least 50% of each building as office uses,
except for the hotel and restaurant buildings. Permitted " office” uses shall be
defined as listed in Exhibit E- 2. The uses shall be restricted to those two specified in
the site plans and supporting documents including office, office/showroom, office/
manufacturing, two hotels and one restaurant within the Centre Pointe Business
Park Plan. If either of the hotels or the restaurant are not built, the lots/ sites
designated for those uses on the approved land use/site plans shall be used for
office, office/showroom, or office manufacturing uses as per Exhibit E- 2. Accessory
structures or exterior trash collection areas shall be prohibited. Where not
superseded by more restrictive requirements of this PUD, the standards of the B-4
zoning district and the City Zoning Code shall apply.

B-4 Uses Permitted Within Each Building Type

minimum 50% of each bidg. SHOWROOM MANUFACTURING
WS;EL?_E& (DENTAL 9) BLUE PRINTING/PHOTO COPYING ESTAB. ELECTRONIC & MEDICAL DEVICE MFG.
BUSINESS & PROFESSIONAL OFFICES OFFICE SERVICE BUILDING EXCEPT RETAIL |BLUE PRINTING/PHOTO COPYING ESTAB.
BANKS & FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS PRINTING UTILIZING OFFSET PRESSES OFFICE SERVICE BUILDING EXCEPT RETAIL
RESEARCH, DESIGN, DEVELOPMENT ELECTRONIC & MEDICAL DEVICE MFG. PRINTING UTILIZING OFFSET PRESSES

LABORATORY AND CLEAN ROOM

OFFICE SERVICE BUILDING EXCEPT RETAIL
IRECORDING STUDIOS

PRINTING UTILIZING COMPUTERS AND LASER
PRINTERS OR SIMILAR TECHNOLOGY

DELI

In March of 2000 the City granted Ryan Companies an administrative amendment to
the Centre Pointe PUD in support of a revised Veritas Campus (Attachment C).

In December 2001, Solutia Consulting sought and received a formal amendment to PUD
1177 in support of changing the “planned” use of the property at 3015 Centre Pointe
Drive from a 6,000 sq. ft. restaurant site to a 21,240 sq. ft. office with underground
parking and other site improvements (Attachment D). This amendment, and not the
allowable use table above, became the specific use for the subject parcel. A use different
than the 21,240 office building and its design plans requires an amended PUD.

In December 2010, the City adopted a new zoning code which created the O/BP zoning
district and a number of design standards to regulate development. It is these standards
that the applicant and property owner have drawn upon to shape this amendment
request. Specifically, Table 1006-1 includes a few additional uses that they would like
considered as permitted uses, including a restaurant, hotel, health/fitness center, and
day care center. The applicant has specifically requested a multi-story climate-
controlled self-storage facility as a permitted use.
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The applicant views their self-storage facility much differently than the mini-storage
referred to in the Table 1006-1, and which is not permitted in the O/BP district.
Specifically, mini-storage is more synonymous with mini-warehousing of multiple
garage storage units on a single level that are not climate controlled, while self-storage
facilities are typically multiple stories contained within an upgraded structure that is
climate controlled and usually has a number of unit size options. Attachment E
provides additional information regarding the proposed self-storage facility.

At the heart of this request is whether self-storage is an appropriate use within Centre
Pointe Business Park. A central theme of the approved PUD appears to suggest office
and job uses. It should also be considered whether the PUD has lived out its useful life
and should be terminated in favor of the requirements of the O/BP district.

The proposed self- storage facility would further reduce traffic and parking demand, add
another use that further expands the multitude of uses other than office based, and
allow for the sale and development of a property that has been on the market for many
years. Although not given much weight in the recommendation to support or deny, the
design of the self-storage facility is purposefully done to fit into the surroundings of
office building and hotels, and would be the second tallest structure in Centre Pointe.

While the Planning Division is not opposed to the proposal, it does desire changes to the
PUD to better support on-going activities and future use approvals within Centre Pointe
Business Park. To this point, the Planning Division has had difficulty implementing the
PUD and has experienced conflict and confusion over what the property is zoned and
what uses are permitted, conditional, or not permitted for the area.

In review of the current PUD use table, the Planning Division is challenged to come up
with a firm interpretation of the office column as it seems that many of the uses could be
different depending on interpretation. The Division interprets office as being a room or
cubical where an employee works, therefore medical and dental are not clinic based
uses, as a clinic includes treatment rooms, lobby area, and other spaces that are
normally vastly larger by percentage than any offices.

The other concern that has been around since December 2010, is how the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map and the Official Zoning Map identify the Centre
Pointe Business Park (and others) and O/BP.

As one can see from the above review there is much confusion over interpretation, use,
and zoning. This becomes particularly confusing and difficult for the subject parcel
where the allowable use on the property can only be a 21,000+ office use with
underground parking.

Given all this and the requested change desired by Iron Point Real Estate Partners, the
Planning Division Recommends the Planning Commission consider one of the following
three options:

a. Recommend approval of a PUD amendment that would modify the permitted
uses on the subject property to include a multi-story climate-controlled self-
storage facility, restaurant, hotel, health/fitness center, and day care center.

b. Recommend denial of the request as the suggested uses are deemed not
appropriate for the Centre Pointe Business Park.
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c. Recommend that the Center Point PUD Agreement 1177 be cancelled and direct
the Planning Division to undertake a review and modification of the design
standards and use table of Chapter 1006 Employment Districts to better support
office and business park uses/ design

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

a. Pass a motion to table the item for future action. An action to table must be tied to
the need for clarity, analysis and/or information necessary to make a
recommendation on the request.

b. Pass a motion recommending denial of the proposal. A motion to deny must include
findings of fact germane to the request.

Report prepared by: Thomas Paschke, City Planner 651-792-7074 | thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com

Attachments: A. Location map B. Aerial map
C. Veritas amendment D. Solutia amendment
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Attachment C

Post-it® Fax Note 7671 [P 23, |pages> /4
March 2, 2000 To "))h =
AAM TRs200 [Fe™ \Nay ,
Mr. Kent Carlson S::::'Qjﬂ doy 9_9 : _ l<@§—¢(/23@
Ryan Companies US, Inc. " os/-470-223
700 International Centre Fax# (511,373 o%lci Fax#
900 Second Avenue South

Minneapolis, Mn. 55404-3387

- Dear Kent:

The City of Rbseville Development Review Committee (DRC) and I have completed the
review of your request proposing changes to Centre Pointe Planned Unit Development
. (#1177) and have concluded the following:

10

Administrative Review for proposed Veritas expansion.

From the information you submitted, I understand the proposed changes to
include: 1) a decrease of 8,100 s.f. of restaurant space from 14,100 s.f. to 6,000
s.f., 2) an increase of 5,791 s.f. of business hotel space from 106,613 s.f. to
112,404 s.f., 3) an increase of 377,399 s.f. of office space from 185,757 s.f. to
563,156 s.f., 4) a decrease of 313,130 s.f. of office/showroom space to 0 s.f., and
5) a decrease of 60 parking spaces from 2,800 to 2,740 spaces.

The Veritas Master Site Plan dated March, 2000 consists of three buildings
totaling approximately 260,000 s.f.. The original PUD projected two - 1 story,
Office/Showroom buildings in excess of 100,000 s.f. each, but did allow for

~ flexibility and more density on the site in the areas south of Centre Pointe Drive.

Pursuant to Roseville City Code §1008.09.B.1., minor extensions, alterations or
modifications of existing or proposed buildings or structures may be authorized
by the DRC if they are consistent with the purposes and intent of the final plan.
Pzragraph 6 of the PUD also specifies that minor variations from the final plans
may be approved by the DRC under the direction of the Community Development
Director. Pursuant to Roseville City Code §1008.07.A., minor changes in the
location, placement and height of structures may be authorized by the
Development Review Committee.

2660 Civic Center Drive ¢ Roseville ¢ Minnesota ¢ 55113
651-490-2200 ¢ TDD 651-490-2207
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The current completed buildings on the Centre Pointe site are as follows:

Centre Pointe Development - Developer Year Built Square Footage
Residence Inn CSM 1998 75,391
Fairfield Inn _ - Torkelson 1998 37,013
CSM Office Building CSM 1999 12,015
Ehlers & Associates Ryan 1998 13,425
Centre Pointe - Phase I Ryan 1998 25,445
Centre Pointe - Phase Il Ryan 1998 101,886
Builders Association =~ Ryan 1997 15,120
Veritas Software — Phase I Ryan ' 1999 62,420

| Square footage to-date - Total SF 342,715 SF
Total allowable PUD S.F. Total SF 619,600 SF
Remaining new construction available Total SF 276,885 SF
based on PUD ~ (Jan. 2000)
Requested addition to PUD Ryan 10% of Total SF | 61,960 SF
Modified Total Allowabie PUD S.F. _ 681,560
Total S.F. Remaining to Develop 110%of Total 338,845 SF

In addition to the previous 1988 building construction of 110,000 s.f., the
allowable new building area under the March 1997 EAW and the approved PUD
is a-total of 619,600 square feet. Construction is on schedule to reach those totals
in the next three to four years (2003 to 2004), if not sooner. The Year 2000
Veritas Master Site Plan, dated March, 2000, includes more general office space
and a reduction or elimination of Office/Showroom/Warehouse structures.

Ryan has proposed development that would increase the total allowable building
area (or building cube) on the site by 10 percent (61,690 s.f.) more than the
previously approved total of 619,600 s.f. for a total of 681,560 s.f.. This proposed
modification is consistent with the approved plan, constitutes a minor
~modification from paragraph 38 of the original Planned Unit Development #
1177, is authorized under City Code §1008.09.B.1. and is hereby approved.

With this modification, there is a total of 338,845 s.f. remaining to be developed. -
As now proposed and approved, the development will be divided among the
followmg parcels:

1. Lot3, Block 1 Centre Pointe Business Park 2™ Addition will be developed
-as a 6,000 s.f. restaurant. :

2. ‘The southerly remainder of Lot 4, Block 1, Centre Pointe Business Park
~ and the northerly portion of Lot 5, Block i, Centre Pointe Business Park
as described in attachment “A” may be developed for up to 72,500 s.f. of
office space.
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3, The southerly remainder of Lot 5, Block 1, Centre Point Business Park as
described in attachment “B”, and all of Lots 6 and 7 of Block 1, Centre
Point Business Park will be developed for up to 260,345 s.f. of office
space.

Ryan has also proposed a change in location, placement and height of the
structures. These changes are shown on the Veritas Software Second Addition
Master Site Plan dated March, 2000 (the “Site Plan”). Based on the
determination by the DRC that the changes are not major or significant, the
changes in location, placement and height of the structures proposed by Ryan in
the Site Plan are approved by the DRC. Additionally, building set back
requirements are waived for Veritas Building No. 2, located at 2825 Cleveland
Avenue, as shown on the Site Plan.

Traffic, Indirect Source Permit (MnPCA), and Environmental Assessment
Worksheet (EAW) Review

The city engineering staff has reviewed the projected traffic on the site based on
the revised building configuration and found that the level of service along
Cleveland Avenue from County Road C to County Road D will not deteriorate.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency has also reviewed the Indirect Source
Permit (ISP) and found no significant change based on the amended plan and by
letter dated February 11, 2000 has granted approval of the minor modification to
the ISP to allow the construction of the proposed changes.

City staff has also analyzed the proposed modifications with regard to the
Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) prepared for the original PUD,
including the analysis prepared by RLK Kuusisto, Ltd. Dated January 25, 2000,
and has determined that the proposed modifications do not constitute a substantial
change that affects the potential for significant adverse environmental effects as
contemplated by Minnesota Rule 4410.1100, Subp. 5. Consequently, the City has
determined that a new or supplemental EAW is not required. However, the
applicant should be aware that future increases in square footage or changes in
proposed uses will likely require the preparation of a new EAW for the project, or

~ may exceed the mandatory Environmental Impact Statement thresholds.

Administrative Reviews

Ryan must comply with City Code administrative requirements on the following
issues: - .

Tax parcel combination of lots for identification of Veritas project - .
survey required — administrative work City Manager, Community
Development Director must approve. Ryan must record.
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Grading Plan review for Veritas Building 1 — administrative work, plan
submitted.

Utility Plan review for Veritas Building Phases — administrative work,
plan submitted.

Building and Landscape Plans - administrative work, plans being
completed.

Pond renovation — administrative work with City, Rice Creek, MnDot, and
MnDNR. '

In conclusion, the City through its DRC and the Community Development Director has
determined that the proposed project modifications are consistent with the terms and
conditions of PUD #1177 and the City Code and are hereby approved. All other
provisions of the Planned Unit Development #1177 will remain in full force and effect.

Sincerely,

W%‘acﬁk—'
Dennis P. Welsch
Community Development Director

Attachments: MnPCA Letter dated February 11, 2000

Xc:

Parcel Descriptions
Site plan dated March, 2000
RLK Correspondence dated January 25, 2000

Steven Sarkozy, City Manager
Joel Jamnik, City Attorney

Q:\Speciai Projects\Centre Pointe\Centre Pointe Veritas Expansion4(RR)_3.2.00.doc



ORDINANCE NO. 1257

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT #1177,
BEING THE CENTRE POINTE BUSINESS PARK PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT, TO ALLOW AND ADDITIONAL 15,240 SQUARE FEET OF
OFFICE DEVELOPMENT (PF3338)

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain:

Section 1. Pursuant to Section 1008 (Planned Unit Developments) of the City
Code of the City of Roseville, Planned Unit Development 1177, for property generally
located at 3015 Centre Pointe Drive, within the Centre Pointe Business Park, is herein
amended to allow the following:

Within the 47-acre Centre Pointe Business Park Planned Unit Development, on
the vacant 61,000 square foot lot (as described below), an additional 15,240
square feet in total building area, to allow Solutia Consulting to construct a two-
story, 21,240 square foot office building, which shall meet all other criteria and
required permits of the original PUD#1177 as well as implement the Solutia EAW
state agency comments. The previous Master Site Plan indicated a 1 story, 6,000
Square feet restaurant building.

The vacant parcel addressed as 3015 Centre Pointe Drive is legally described as:

Lot 3, Block 1, Centre Pointe Business Park 2™ Addition, City of Roseville,
Ramsey County, Minnesota.

Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance amendment to the City Code shall take
effect upon passage by the City Council and publication.

Passed this 17th day of December, 2001.

Q:ComDev/Planning Files/PF_3338_Solutia/PUD Amend Ordinance 121701



Ordinance — 1257

(SEAL)

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

BY:

John Kysyly¢zyn, Mayor
ATTEST:

0l ). ez

Neal J. Rests, City Manager




Attachment E

June 15", 2017

Thomas Paschke

City Planner

2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113

Dear Tom,

In response to your request for further information on how our modern self-storage product differs from
the mini-storage product called out in the current code, please find attached the following exhibits:

1. Self Storage 101’s comparative description of the different “generations” of self-storage product
and types of storage. Please note that we believe the current code addresses 1% and 2" generation
drive-up style storage, whereas we plan to develop a state-of-the-art, multi-story, climate-
controlled storage facility

2. Sample Photos

Please let me know if you have any further questions or if I can provide any additional color.

Best,

Chris Puchalla
(301) 613-1336
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Exhibit 1

In comparative terms, the “overall” rating at the bottom of the scale (C) is typically a Generation 1 property
with low visibility, poor access locations, with unattractive metal or wood buildings. The market would
be an area of low density and incomes would be lower than US averages. Management would be
inattentive, not sales oriented, and present themselves and the property poorly. Visibility would be poor
and access would require more than one turn off the street.

At the top of the scale (A) would be a state-of-the-art property with a combination of climate contrelled
and direct access space. The location would be on or near “main” street, would be highly visible and
access would be multi-directional. The offices would be bright and cheerful, staffed with helpful,
knowledgeable, salespersons. Per capita and median household incomes would be above US averages.

Self Storage 101 also provides a notation as to the ‘generation’ of the self-storage competitor facilities.

We note the facilities utilizing the following criteria:

*  We would consider a facility ‘1% Generation”:
o More than likely built in the 1970's or 1980's

o Very little, if any security in place

o Would likely have only non-climate controlled storage space

= May or may not have an onsite manager's apartment

o Has a small office that does not have a ‘retail’ look or design

o Most likely does not have a sales counter but instead has a manager's desk

o Storage buildings most likely block with wood or sheet rock partitions
o Most likely located in industrial type setting
o A single story design
* We would consider a facility ‘2™ Generation’:
o More than likely built in the late 1980°s or 1990's

o Basic security in place, such as some cameras and a computer controlled gated access

o May or may not have an onsite manager's apartment

o Has a moderately sized office with a counter and some retail sales merchandise display

o Can have non-climate space, climate space, or both

o Most likely located in a commercial area with other retail/service oriented businesses in
close proximity

o Probably a one story design but may be multi story

o Storage buildings probably metal with metal partitions

Prepared by Self Storage 101 for L Cairns ©2017 Page 31 0of 130
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* We would consider a facility ‘3™ Generation’:
Mare than likely built in the late 1990s" or 2000's

< Security in place, including cameras, computer controlled keypad and gate access

= Likely does not have an onsite manager's apartment

= Has a large office with a sales counter and retail sales display

= Most likely has climate controlled storage space with some non-climate drive up space

= Probably a multi-story design

o Most likely located in a retail/service commercial area with 3 high traffic count roadway

and easy access and good visibility
< Storage buildings probably metal with some architectural treatment such as EFIS or split
faced block
*  We would consider a facility ‘state of the art”:
More than likely built in the 2000's
Security in place, including a large number of cameras, large video display monitor in the
office, computer controlled gated keypad access or entry door keypad access, and possibly
individual door alarms
Most likely does not have an onsite manager's apartment
Has a large sales and business office with a counter and large merchandise display, has a
retail look and design
Facility may be 100% climate controlled and more than likely is multi-story
May have wine storage
If most likely located in a retail area with high traffic and very good visibility and access

o 0 o 0

Facility most likely has split faced block or other high end architectural treatments
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STORAGE TYPES

There are a variety of storage types that are available for customers needing storage. The perceived
needs of the customer typically dictate the type of storage that they choose. It is commaon to see
properties offering a combination of the following storage types:

SINGLE OR GROUND LEVEL STORAGE

I ‘ need for any heavy structural members. Demand for this type of space is generally
greater thus creating the opportunity to charge higher prices. Typically, the cost to construct such
buildings is relatively inexpensive.

Single-story, ground level access buildings create the most convenient type of
storage space for customers. This type of building offers drive-up and interior
accessed storage spaces. The buildings are built upon slabs and generally do not
require complicated foundations. The nature of the building design prevents the

MULTI-STORY STORAGE

Multi-story facilities are advantageous for sites on expensive land or that are limited in size. However,
the savings in land cost is somewhat offset by higher construction costs. Multi-story buildings may make
the facility more visible if the building rises above other buildings in the area.

Multiple story buildings typically require the establishment of a
passenger/freight elevator to provide access to the upper level spaces.
Some make use of a less expensive lift to transport items to upper
floors. In this case, customers load their items onto the lift and send it
unmanned to the desired floor. The customer then uses a stairwell to

meet and retrieve their items. In some cases, customers are required to
simply carry their items on a stairwell to load or unload their space. Most modern, multi-story storage
facilities utilize a passenger/freight elevator based on it being the easiest for the customers.

EXTERIOR DRIVE-UP STORAGE

Exterior access spaces are by far the most convenient type of space
access. Customers simply drive up to the space and then load or
unload. The space layout is typically established where units are back-
to-back, thus creating somewhat narrow buildings that can be of any
length. It is also common to see buildings containing a single row of
exterior access space forming a perimeter around the property. These

buildings create a fortress type of perimeter that lends to higher
security. Exterior access spaces are rarely temperature controlled due to the inability to effectively
insulate the exterior door and wall.
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INTERIOR ACCESSED STORAGE

Interior accessed spaces are those that require a customer to enter the building through a common
access point and navigate down hallway corridors to arrive at his or her space.

! Generally, interior accessed spaces are less accessible then exterior spaces.
Therefore the rates that are commanded are usually less. To make these
spaces more attractive, modern facilities use hallway systems that create
comfortable, well-lit corridors. Motion sensors control the lighting and some
L_ _ hallways have an intercom system for customers to use to communicate with
office personnel. Some facilities pipe music into the hallway areas to create an appealing atmosphere.
Oftentimes handcarts are made available to assist customers with the moving of their items down the

hallways. The inclusion of hallways reduces the leasable area of the overall building.
Buildings containing interior access spaces typically have exterior accessed spaces around the perimeter.
These buildings can generally be wider and also be of any length.

NON-TEMPERATURE CONTROLLED STORAGE

Non-Temperature Controlled Storage is simply enclosed storage space that is similar to
a typical residential garage. These spaces are ideal in moderate temperature climates
or for use by customers who are unconcerned about the temperature of their stored
items. Most facilities offer some, if not all, non-temperature controlled storage space.

TEMPERATURE CONTROLLED STORAGE

‘ﬁ Temperature Controlled Storage utilizes HVAC (heating, ventilation, and air

| conditioners) to control the temperature of the storage space. In most cases,
thermostats are utilized to prevent temperatures within the building from temperature
extremes that can be harmful for some stored items. Temperature settings normally
cool the building to 75 degrees in the summer and heat to 60 degrees during winter.

Controlling the temperature also makes customer visits to their storage spaces more

enjoyable on particularly hot or cold days. Although there are additional costs for establishing and

maintaining HVAC systems, most storage operators find that they can price temperature-controlled
spaces anywhere from 30% to 100% higher than non-temperature controlled spaces.BI-LEVEL STORAGE

A bi-level building design allow buildings to be constructed upon land that has
significant changes in elevation. Two story buildings are constructed so that the
upper level is accessed at street level on one side of the building and access to
the lower level is accessed at street level on the other. This translates to more
drive-up storage units which are often in greater demand and maximizes the
net rentable area for the building.
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OFFICE-WAREHQUSE STORAGE

Office-warehouse space typically offers customers a small (usually 150 square feet), tiled or carpeted
office with electricity and a phone line that is attached to a medium to larger storage space (150 — 300
square feet). This type of space is ideal for a small business, sales representative, or local delivery service
business.

LOCKER STORAGE / WINE STORAGE

Locker Storage typically represents small storage spaces (4H X 4W X 4D) that are
stacked one on top of the other. Customers with small quantities of items needed to
store prefer these small spaces that prevent them for having to pay for a space that is
too large.
Climate controlled Wine Storage is becoming increasingly popular. Similar to
Locker Storage, facilities offer smaller storage spaces sizes, but with Wine
| Storage, temperature and humidity are kept in ideal ranges for storing wines.

Facilities typically offer varying sizes to accommodate big collectors and wine
enthusiasts of all sizes, as well as wine merchants and restaurants.

FULLY ENCLOSED STORAGE

Fully Enclosed boat and RV storage is similar to traditional storage, the exception
being the eve height and door size requirement. Larger RVs require a minimum 14-
foot eve and door height clearance and a 10-foot door width. Although most
enclosed spaces have concrete or asphalt floors, some customers do not mind
parking in an enclosed space with a gravel floor. Most customers prefer some type of electricity service
in their space to assist them with keeping batteries charged while their RV or boat is in storage. Facilities
often charge an extra fee to customers who use electricity.

COVERED STORAGE

Boat and RV owners commonly demand Covered Storage. Where this is not as
secure or private as enclosed storage, it does provide the stored contents
protection from the sun and precipitation. Although most covered spaces have
concrete or asphalt floors, some customers do not mind parking in a covered

space with a gravel floor. Most customers prefer some type of electricity
service in their space to assist them with keeping batteries charged while their

e Sy Caom

vehicle or boat is in storage. Facilities often charge an extra fee to customers who use electricity.
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OPEN STORAGE

Open Storage is similar to an uncovered parking lot and is typically used by customers needing storage
for boats, RVs, trailers, campers, etc. These customers either utilize
their own covers or are not concerned with the elements and are

typically seeking a low cost solution to their storage needs.
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Exhibit 2

Classic Mini Storage:

State-of-the-Art Storage

St. Louis Park, MN

Eden Prairie, MN
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IRON POINT

PARTNERS, LLC

3015 Center Pointe Drive Self-Storage Development
Project Overview

Iron Point Partners, LI.C executed a Purchase and Sale Agreement to acquire the 1.42 acre site
located at 3015 Center Pointe Drive in Roseville MN with the intent to develop a 4 story 115,200
square foot climate controlled self-storage facility. The property will feature an interior
loading/unloading, controlled secure access and a reception/ business center to purchase supplies
and rent a unit. The demographics of the 3 mile area the facility will serve support the need for more
storage. There are 84,000 people and only 3 existing storage facilities in the market representing only
1.8 square feet of inventory which is over 95% occupied. The national average for an “adequately”
inventory of self-storage is 7 square feet per capita. The existing facilities are old having been built
over 35 years ago. The facility will support surrounding business users and office tenants with a
valuable amenity. The modern facility will fit right in with its neighbors looking more like an office
building with high end exterior finishes including glass, EFIS and other accent materials.

Market Demographics
Comps (3-mi)
Total SF per Capita 1.8
Number of Comps 38
Awerage Age 1982 :
SlrdAszEl (e o e NS
Population i e
2010 80,102
2016 84,247 |
2021P 88,198 [RbElELLS i
Proj. Growth (2010-2016) 5.2% 0
Proj. Growth (2016-2021) 4.7%
Housing e
Owner Occupied % 67.6% &
Renter Occupied % 32.4%
Households
2010 33,331
2016 35,005
2021P 36,685 &)
Proj. Growth (2010-2016) 5.0% (&%
Proj. Growth (2016-2021) 4.8%
Median Household Income $61,444

Average Household Income $82,303
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CENTRE POINTE SELF
STORAGE
Project Status
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CENTRE POINTE SELF
STORAGE
Project Status
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EXTERIOR MATERIALS LEGEND

@D NSUUATED ARCHITECTURAL COMPOSITE METAL PANEL
COLOR: MEDIUM GRAY
INSULATED ARCHITECTURAL COMPOSITE METAL PANEL
COLOR: DARK GRAY

Q@D PREFINSHED METALTRIM
COLOR: LIGHT GRAY

PREFINISHED METAL TRIM
COLOR: MEDIUM GRAY

PREFINISHED METAL TRIM
COLOR: DARK GRAY

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: WHITE

@D

@D DNIT ACRILC TEXTURED STUCCO FNISH
COLOR: DARK GRAY

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: LIGHT GRAY

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: MEDIUM GRAY

INSULATED GLAZING SYSTEM
COLOR: CLEAR VISION GLASS

INSULATED GLAZING SYSTEM
COLOR: GREEN SPANDREL GLASS

METALSHADING 15T
COLOR: DARK GRAY
WAL SGAGE
L SOFTH710LINEAL EET - 106 SOFT OF ALLOWABLE SGNAGE
SOUTHFACADE - 171.50FT

EAST FACADE 66 5QFT

NORTHFACADE= 39 SQFT

1\ NORTH EXTERIOR ELEVATION WEST FACADE= 102 SQFT.
0 ToTAL= 3785aFT
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STORAGE
Project Status

CENTRE POINTE SELF
STORAGE

3015 CENTRE POINTE DR
ROSEVILLE, MN 55113

1000 Twelve Oaks Center
D,

Suite 200

Wayzata VN 55391

Tel 0524267400

Fax 952-426-7440
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EXTERIOR MATERIALS LEGEND

@&
@D
@D
@&

INSULATED ARCHITECTURAL COMPOSITE METAL PANEL
COLOR: MEDIUM GRAY

INSULATED ARCHITECTURAL COMPOSITE METAL PANEL
COLOR: DARK GRAY

PREFINISHED METAL TRIM
COLOR: LIGHT GRAY.

PREFINISHED METAL TRIM
COLOR: MEDIUM GRAY

PREFINISHED METAL TRIM
COLOR: DARK GRAY

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: WHITE

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: LIGHT GRAY.

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: MEDIUM GRAY

DRYVIT ACRYLIC TEXTURED STUCCO FINISH
COLOR: DARK GRAY

INSULATED GLAZING SYSTEM
COLOR: CLEAR VISION GLASS

INSULATED GLAZING SYSTEM
COLOR: GREEN SPANDREL GLASS

METAL SHADING SYSTEM
COLOR: DARK GRAY

WAL SIGNAGE.
1.5 SQFT X 710 LINEAL FEET = 1065 SOFT OF ALLOWABLE SIGNAGE
SOUTH FACADE = 1715QFT
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Project Status
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STORAGE
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