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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE: 5/12/2014
ITEM NO: 13.b

Di\éisfaﬁ_ Approval City Manager Approval
/ e P

Item Description: Request by J.W. Moore, Inc., holder of a purchase agreement for the

residential property at 297-311 Co. Rd. B, for approval of a rezoning from

LDR-1 to LDR-2 and a preliminary plat creating 7 residential lots
(PF14-002).

1.0

2.0

Application Review Details

Public hearing: April 10, 2014

RCA prepared: May 7, 2014

City Council action: May 12, 2014
Extended action deadline: May 12, 2014

Variance

Action taken on a proposed zoning change or Conditional Use

easement vacation is legislative in nature; the
City has broad discretion in making land use

Subdivision

Zoning/Subdivision

decisions based on advancing the health, @;{,}? Ordinance %>,
safety, and general welfare of the community. 5§ Comprehensive Plan N
Action taken on a plat proposal is quasi-

judicial,

the City’s role is to determine the facts associated with the request, and apply those facts
to the legal standards contained in State Statute and City Code.

REQUESTED ACTION

J.W. Moore, Inc. proposes to rezone the residential parcels at 297-311 County Road B to
facilitate a 7-lot single-family residential plat. The proposal also includes vacation of an
existing drainage and utility easement with the intent to relocate the easement and install
storm water infrastructure that would improve area drainage as well as meet the
requirements of the proposed development.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Division concurs with the recommendation of the Planning Commission to
approve the proposed REZONING, EASEMENT VACATION and PRELIMINARY PLAT; see
Section 8 of this report for the detailed recommendation.
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BACKGROUND

The subject property, located in Planning District 16, has a Comprehensive Plan Land
Use Designation of Low-Density Residential (LR) and a zoning classification of Low-
Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) District.

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

When exercising the so-called “quasi-judicial” authority when acting on a PLAT request,
the role of the City is to determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply
those facts to the legal standards contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In
general, if the facts indicate the applicant meets the relevant legal standard, then they are
likely entitled to the approval, although the City is able to add conditions to a plat
approval to ensure that the likely impacts to roads, storm sewers, and other public
infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately addressed.

An applicant seeking approval of a plat of this size or a rezoning is required to hold an
open house meeting to inform the surrounding property owners and other interested
individuals of the proposal, to answer questions, and to solicit feedback. The open house
for this application was held on January 6, 2014; the brief summary of the open house
meeting provided by the applicant is included with this staff report as Attachment C.

During its April 21, 2014 review of this application the City Council expressed concerns
about the possibility of two-family and one-family attached dwellings being developed
on the subject property as a consequence of the proposed rezoning to LDR-2, concerns
about the propriety of applying the LDR-2 district in the proposed location in light of the
district’s statement of purpose, and concern about whether the language of the
Subdivision Code even allows the creation of lots for one-family, detached dwellings if
those lots were narrower than 85 feet. For these reasons, the City Council tabled action
on the proposal until May 12, 2014.

REZONING ANALYSIS

The LR guidance of the property in the Comprehensive Plan allows for two possible low-
density zoning designations: the existing LDR-1 and the proposed LDR-2. Since the
subject property is about three-and-a-half acres in size, the proposed seven lots would
yield about two dwelling units per acre, which about half of the recommended maximum
density of single-family detached homes established in the Comprehensive Plan.

The LDR-2 Statement of Purpose, reads as follows:

Statement of Purpose: The LDR-2 District is designed to provide an environment of one-
family dwellings on small lots, two-family and townhouse dwellings, along with related
uses such as public services and utilities that serve the residents in the district. The
district is established to recognize existing areas with concentrations of two-family and
townhouse dwellings, and for application to areas guided for redevelopment at densities
up to 8 units per acre or with a greater diversity of housing types.
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4.3

As a statement of the purpose of the LDR-2 zoning district, the City Attorney has advised
that it represents general guidance of intent and applicability of the zoning designation,
and that it is not an expression of requirements.

During the April 21, 2014 City Council review of this application, the Council identified
two parts of the above purpose statement which were found to be in conflict with the
proposal: the proposed lots were not “small” because they exceeded the LDR-1 minimum
lot area standards, and the subject property is not in an area with “concentrations of two-
family and townhouse dwellings”. Additional comment from Planning Division staff
about the compatibility or incompatibility of the LDR-2 district for the proposal is given
below.

a. When the existing Zoning Code was being drafted in 2010, Planning Division staff
had proposed smaller minimum lot width and area requirements (i.e., 75 feet and
9,500 square feet, respectively) for the LDR-1 district. This proposal was ultimately
rejected for the time being, in no small part because of the perception by members of
the City Council and members of the public that reducing the lot width to 75 feet
would allow for additional development to be squeezed into existing, stable
neighborhoods. Without going into the full explanation here, the prospect of
squeezing new homes into existing neighborhoods is very unlikely—almost to the
point of being a practical impossibility, and it happens that the limiting factor acting
as the main obstacle to fitting additional lots into established residential areas is the
lot width. Knowingly or otherwise, people who had concerns that the establishment
of smaller minimum lot sizes would increase the density of their neighborhoods were
actually concerned about the proposed narrower lot width. In the 2010 discussion of
reduced minimum lot sizes, “smaller” was, for all practical purposes, a shorthand
reference to lot width less than the traditional 85 feet. Granted, the composition of the
City Council is not the same today at it was in December 2010, but the City Council’s
observation that the presently-proposed 70- and 80-foot-wide lots are “not small” by
virtue of their large area is the opposite of the policy position taken by the City
Council less than four years ago in which residential lots less than 85 feet in width
were characterized as small.

b. The City Council’s other concern about the LDR-2 district relates to the first half of
this sentence in the district’s Statement of Purpose: The district is established to
recognize existing areas with concentrations of two-family and townhouse dwellings,
and for application to areas guided for redevelopment at densities up to 8 units per
acre or with a greater diversity of housing types. If one focuses on the portion of the
sentence preceding the comma and understands the word “areas” to describe a very
small radius, rezoning a property to LDR-2 would indeed seem to run afoul of the
district’s intended purpose without “concentrations of two-family and townhouse
dwellings” on the same block. In fact, the Southwind townhome community is little
more than 900 feet to the east of the subject property; whether Southwind represents a
“concentration” in the “area” of the subject property is a question that can be debated,
but the existence of Southwind (and even other, high-density developments further
west) should not be ignored as part of the geographic and regulatory context of the
subject property.

But the sentence introduced above continues beyond the comma, indicating that the
LDR-2 district is also established “...for application to areas guided for
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redevelopment at densities up to 8 units per acre...” which does describe the subject
property.

c. According to the comments made on April 21%, the City Council’s interpretation of
the LDR-2 Statement of Purpose can perhaps be paraphrased as: “The LDR-2 district
may be applied only when lot sizes are wholly substandard to LDR-1 minimum
requirements and only in existing areas with concentrations of two-family and
townhouse dwellings.”

d. By contrast, Planning Division staff’s understanding of the LDR-2 Statement of
Purpose can be paraphrased as: “The LDR-2 district may be considered when
proposed developments would create smaller single-family lots than the LDR-1
minimum standards (and/or include two-family or attached dwellings) that are not out
of place in an existing neighborhood, provided that residential densities don’t exceed
8 units per acre as advocated in the LR designation of the Comprehensive Plan.”

The proposal seeks to create seven single-family residential lots from the land area of the
two existing parcels. The land area and frontage length along County Road B and
Farrington Street is sufficient for seven lots, as proposed, that meet or exceed the
minimum width and area requirements for residential parcels in the existing LDR-1
zoning district. While the rezoning to LDR-2 isn’t essential to creating a 7-lot plat, the
smaller minimum width requirement of the LDR-2 district facilitates a better arrangement
of the proposed lots and keeps the width of the lots more consistent with the adjacent
properties along County Road B and Farrington Street. To wit, of the 100 residential lots
within about 800 feet of the property—an arbitrary distance chosen to include many
parcels and still allow legible notes on each parcel—63 fail to meet one or more of the
LDR-1 lot size requirements whereas 37 conform to LDR-1 standards. Alternatively, just
looking at the lots abutting County Road B from William Street to Western Avenue, 73%
of these lots fail to comply with the minimum LDR-1 width requirements, the average of
which being about 72 feet wide.

The narrowest of the proposed lots are 70 feet wide, and the smallest area is about 11,500
square feet, which exceed the minimum requirements of 60 feet of width and 6,000
square feet of area in the LDR-2 district.

EASEMENT VACATION ANALYSIS

The Public Works Department staff has reviewed the proposed vacation/relocation of the
drainage and utility easement as illustrated in Attachment C and is supportive of vacating
the existing easement provided that the proposed replacement easement meets the
pertinent requirements. The applicant is continuing to work with Public Works staff on
these details.

Since the Planning Commission is responsible for holding the public hearings for
applications like the proposed vacation, Planning Division staff is preparing the report
and supporting materials for review. But the Planning staff doesn’t have an interest, per
se, in such proposals and merely conveys the comments and recommendation of the
Public Works Department in addition to coordinating the review of the proposal by the
Planning Commission and City Council.
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PRELIMINARY PLAT ANALYSIS

Plat proposals are reviewed primarily for the purpose of ensuring that all proposed lots
meet the minimum size requirements of the zoning code, that adequate streets and other
public infrastructure are in place or identified and constructed, and that storm water is
addressed to prevent problems either on nearby property or within the storm water
system.

As noted above, the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT meets the requirements for drainage
and utility easements and exceeds the minimum lot size requirements. The proposed
PRELIMINARY PLAT is included with this report as Attachment D.

Roseville’s Public Works Department staff has been working with the applicant to
address the requirements related to grading, drainage, easements, and dedication of
additional right-of-way along both County Road B and Farrington Street. While these
details are essential parts of a PRELIMINARY PLAT application, the City Council is not
asked to review and digest such engineering-related plans; instead, actions by the City
Council typically include conditions that such plans must ultimately meet the approval of
Public Works staff. To that end, Engineering staff has reviewed the subject plan and has
returned some comments to the applicant related to general site grading as it relates to
storm water as well as some general utility items; these items will be addressed to satisfy
administrative requirements for issuance of any grading and/or building permits. Beyond
these items, Engineering staff has no remaining comments on the preliminary plat

City Code §1011.04 (Tree Preservation) specifies that an approved tree preservation plan
is a necessary prerequisite for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT. A tree survey has been
provided which identifies the trees on the property as well as the trees which are likely to
be removed, based on the current grading and utility plans and anticipated locations
houses and driveways. Largely because about 80% of trees to be removed are not
characterized as “significant” trees according to §1011.04, the result of the tree
replacement calculation is that no replacement trees are required. While the essential
information has been provided, the final tree preservation plan depends upon the final
grading plan and plans for the individual homes, which may not be finalized until after
the final plat; for this reason, it is prudent to proceed with review and possible approval
of the PRELIMINARY PLAT with the condition that site grading and building permits should
not be issued without iterative review of the tree preservation plan to account for any
impacts not anticipated at this point in the planning process.

At its meeting of February 6, 2014 Roseville’s Parks and Recreation Commission
reviewed the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT against the park dedication requirements of
81103.07 of the City Code and recommended a dedication of cash in lieu of land. The
existing land area is composed of two buildable parcels subdivided from Lot 7 of the
1881 Michel's Rearrangement of Lots 9 to 16 Inclusive of Mackubin and Iglehart’s
Addition of Out Lots plat. Since the existing land comprises two residential units, the
proposed 7-unit plat would create five new building sites. The 2014 Fee Schedule
establishes a park dedication amount of $3,500 per residential unit; for the five, newly-
created residential lots the total park dedication would be $17,500, to be collected prior
to recording an approved plat at Ramsey County.

During the April 21, 2014 City Council review of this application, the text of Subdivision
Code Section 1103.06 (Lot Standards) was cited as a conflict with respect to creating
single-family, detached dwelling lots less than 85 feet wide. This section of code reads,

PF14-002_Prelim_RCA 051514.doc
Page 5 of 8



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
219
220
221
222
223
224
225

226
227
228
229
230
231
232
233
234

6.7

6.8

in part: “The minimum lot dimensions in subdivisions designed for single-family
detached dwelling developments shall be...85 feet wide...” Clearly the present proposal
involves lots for single-family, detached dwellings. But if seven lots fronting existing
streets constitute a "development,” which is a reasonable conclusion, one needs to
assume that the creation of even one new lot constitutes a "development” since the
Subdivision Code doesn't provide any more specific parameters. That is, the logical
conclusion of this interpretation is that every newly-created lot for development of
single-family, detached dwelling units is subject to the Subdivision Code's lot size
requirements for single-family detached dwelling units.

There are two compelling examples, however, that suggest the above, strict reading of the
Subdivision Code is not representative of the City Council’s interpretation of the
provision.

a. First, when the existing Zoning Code was being drafted in 2010, Planning Division
staff had proposed smaller minimum lot size requirements for the LDR-1 district.
This proposal was ultimately rejected for the time being, in no small part because
smaller LDR-1 lot sizes in the Zoning Code would have conflicted with the
provisions of §1103.06. But, while the adoption of the current Zoning Code in
December 2010 kept the LDR-1 lot size standards consistent with the standards of the
Subdivision Code, the updated Zoning Code established standards for lots intended
for development of single-family, detached dwellings in the LDR-2 and MDR
districts which are smaller than the standards of §1103.06. 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.

b. Second, on April 21, 2014, the City Council approved the preliminary plat for the
Roseville Housing and Redevelopment Authority/Greater Metropolitan Housing
Corporation joint redevelopment of the former fire station site on Dale Street. In
addition to creating 24 lots for one-family, attached dwellings in townhome/row
house formats, this plat creates 11 lots designed for development of single-family,
detached dwellings which conform to the MDR district’s minimum lot standards for
such units but which are substandard to the requirements in §1103.06. Here again, the
action of the City Council leads to the conclusion that the provisions of §1103.06 do
not apply to all lots intended for development of single-family, detached homes.
While this most recent action by itself does not confirm that the minimum lot size
standards of the Subdivision Code only apply to the LDR-1 district, this City Council
action does depend on a nuanced interpretation of the intent of the subdivision text
rather than a strict reading of the text as written.

Based on the above examples, Planning Division staff believes there is an ability for the
City Council to approve the original proposal for the creation of single-family lots that
are smaller than the standards identified in 8§1103.06 of the City Code but exceed the
minimum requirements for single-family lots in the LDR-2 district. Rezoning to LDR-2
notwithstanding, however, the applicant has followed the guidance of the City Council
and prepared a quick revision of the proposed plat with seven lots that conform to the
current LDR-1 requirements; the revised preliminary plat is included with this RCA as
Attachment H. Given the constraints of limited time and significant expense, the
engineering details (e.g., grading, storm water, etc.) have not yet been prepared. Even if
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the time between tabling of the item on April 21* and submitting for Council action on
May 12" were adequate to prepare the materials, the applicant was reluctant to spend
significantly more money on such engineering costs without the relative certainty offered
by approval of the Preliminary Plat. Such engineering data would necessarily be prepared
in time for consideration of the FINAL PLAT.

PuBLIC COMMENT

The duly-noticed public hearing for this application was held by the Planning
Commission at its meeting of April 10, 2014; draft minutes of the meeting are included
with this RCA as Attachment E. No concerns were expressed about the number or size of
the proposed lots, but some people were nervous about the fact that duplexes and other
two-family structures are permitted in the LDR-2 district. In the end, the majority of
Planning Commissioners were comfortable that one-family detached homes will be
developed as proposed and voted, 6 — 1, to recommend approval of the application.

In addition to the comments offered at the public hearing, Planning Division staff has
received one email and a few phone calls from neighboring property owners about the
proposal. None of these has a particular problem with the proposed one-family
development, but people’s concerns are related ensuring that the storm water issues are
not exacerbated by the development and that the properties are developed with single-
family, detached homes as presented in the developer’s open house meeting. The email is
included with this RCA as Attachment F.

REcoOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTIONS

Adopt an ordinance rezoning the property at 297-311 County Road B from LDR-1
to LDR-2. Based on the comments and findings outlined in Sections 3 — 4 and 7 of this
report, the Planning Division concurs with the recommendation of the Planning
Commission and continues to recommend approval of the proposed REZONING of the
property at 297-311 County Road B from LDR-1 to LDR-2, pursuant to Title 10 of the
Roseville City Code, with the condition that the rezoning shall be contingent upon
approval and recording of the final plat.

Pass a motion approving the proposed easement vacation and preliminary plat for
the property at 297-311 County Road B. Based on the comments and findings outlined
in Sections 3, 5, and 7 of this report, the Planning Division concurs with the
recommendations of the Planning Commission and Public Works Department to approve
the proposed EASEMENT VACATION at 311 County Road B, and to approve the originally
proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT, pursuant to Title 11 of the Roseville City Code, with the
following conditions:

a. The final approval of the easement vacation shall be contingent upon approval and
recording of the final plat; and

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without iterative review of the tree
preservation plan to account for any impacts not previously anticipated.
ALTERNATIVE COUNCIL ACTIONS

Pass a motion to table one or more of the items for future action. Tabling will require
continued consent of the applicant.
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277 9.2  Adopt a resolution to deny one or more of the requested approvals. Denial(s) should
278 be supported by specific findings of fact based on the City Council’s review of the
279 application, applicable zoning or subdivision regulations, and the public record.

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@ci.roseville.mn.us
Attachments: A: Area map :
B: Aerial photo
C: Open house summary
D: Preliminary plat information

April 21, 2014 City Council minutes
Public comment

Draft ordinance

Preliminary plat conforming to LDR-1
Draft denial resolution

TITeomm
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Attachment C

JW Moore

January 8, 2014
From: JW Moore
Re: Neighborhood Development Meeting for 297/311 County Rd B

Where: Roseville Skating Center. 2661 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN 55113

Grant Johnson of Re/Max Results and Jason Hohn of Bald Eagle Builders held a
neighborhood meeting regarding the proposed development on January 6™. There were 17
people in attendance along with at least 10 other phone calls prior to the meeting.

The main concern from the residents was that the property would become a large
apartment building which we assured them was not our plan. We explained that we are
proposing single family homes that would fit within the current neighborhood. We explained
that we are requesting a rezoning in order to reduce the minimum lot frontage to fit within the
current homes in the neighborhood rather than the current zoning which requires a larger lot
frontage. There was also a bit of concern from the residents that the home is on the Heritage
Trail and that a new development could affect this. We explained that to our knowledge there
would be no issue with it being on the Heritage Trail. People were curious about the home
sizes, prices and layout of the development for which we provided a proposed plat map and
pictures of similar homes built in Roseville by Bald Eagle Builders. The overall consensus of the
residents was in support of the plan and the rezoning. They voiced that it would be a nice
addition to the neighborhood and feel it could help their home values.

Sincerely,

Jeff Moore
JW Moore
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1183 1218 X X 1364 X 1430
P——— — ———] .
DENOTES TREE QUANTITY 18T 120 EFiE] R = fe k- |
DECIDUOUS CONIFEROUS 1216 PENs oL N Py ~
DENOTES TREE SIZE %1207 1211
~DENOTES TREE TYPE TREE_COUNT 307 4 neo 112 WA TR R AN
41337 Thot 17y N2 0N N L R
TREES TO BE 165 4 179 2, 1363
REMOVED
X DENOTES TREE TO BE REMOVED K s e X e
e 142 0 1155 )&X n7s £ 162
BASS DENOTES BASSWOOD X n7s 1ass
BOX DENOTES BOX ELDER 177 - '
CHELM DENOTES CHINESE ELM o A . 2
HACKB DENOTES HACKLEBERRY & " e 1430
1158 1159 i 922 \
= = = = 153 1151 0 1157 )Q( 1185 1332 37 r o, ‘
of 4
g g g g g ] B GOAS Tree Preservation Calculation
fe| 5o le| w3 5o 1149 et 1331 B 1sse 926
=S = = o< = 1156 X 1333, = 1388 }
NUMBER DESCRIPTION |2 | NUMBER DESCRIPTION | B[ NUMBER DESCRIPTION |2 | NUMBER DESCRIPTION O i NUMBER DESCRIPTION © | NUMBER DESCRIPTION 1150 1130 ¥ 928
1067 |ASH 8" 1154 |CHINESE ELM 11" X 1224 |BOXELDER 14" X 1326 |BOXELDER 10"-2 1396 |HACKBERRY 6" X 1465 |BOXELDER 18" | X 1148 555 - Toa p % 1398 X Slgnlflcaﬂt TI’eeS
1068 BOXELDER 16" X 1155 CHINESE ELM 11" X 1225 BOXELDER 11" X 1327 BOXELDER 14" 1397 HACKBERRY 6" X 1467 BOXELDER 9" b 1143 1327 1326° Lo 1324 )& 1397 . .
1069 |ASH 7" 1156 |BOXELDER 6" X 1226 |BOXELDER 9" X 1328 [BOXELDER 22" 1398 [BOXELDER 24" X 1468 [BOXELDER 8" = i R s AR 1396 TOta' DB H not in easements:
1070 BOXELDER 26" 1157 CHINESE ELM 16" X 1227 BOXELDER 14" X 1329 BOXELDER 9" 1399 BOXELDER 12" 1469 BOXELDER 12" S( 1146 >ﬁ
1074 |ELM 8" 1158 |CHINESE ELM 12" X 1228 [BOXELDER 12" X 1331 [BOXELDER 8" 1400 [BOXELDER 24" 1470 [BOXELDER 18" s 1147 Ki1zg © 1316 A| |OWed DB H remOVal (35%)
1075 |COTTONWOOD 6" 1159 |CHINESE ELM 6" X | 1229 [BOXELDER 9" x | 1332 [BOXELDER 14" 1401 |BOXELDER 18" X | 1473 [BOXELDER 14"-2 APPROX. SERVICE I
LOCATIONS Shed * .
1076 _[COTTONWOOD 9" 1160 |CHINESE ELM 14" X 1232 [BOXELDER 16" X 1333 [BOXELDER 8" 1402 |BOXELDER 12" 1474 [BOXELDER 6" Proposed DBH remOVaL
1077__|COTTONWOOD 14" 1161 |CHINESEELM 12" | X | 1233 |BOXELDER 18" x | 1334 [BOXELDER8" 1403 |[BOXELDER 16" X | 1475 |BOXELDER 14"-2 L.
1079 _|MAPLE 12"-4 1162 [BOXELDER 6" X 1237 |BOXELDER 15" X 1335 |BOXELDER 14" 1404 |BOXELDER 18" X 1476 |ELM 15" Rema| n|ng a”owed DBH removal: l' 119
1080 [BOXELDER 6" 1163 |CHINESE ELM 7" X | 1241 [BOXELDER 15" x | 1337 [BOXELDERS" 1406 |[BOXELDER 7" 1478 |BOXELDER 14"
1082 [ELM 8" X | 1164 |CHINESEELM 8" X | 1242 [BOXELDER 10" x | 1338 [BOXELDER 10" X | 1407 [BOXELDER 7" X | 1480 [BOXELDER 16" 08
1083 [BOXELDER 18" 1165 |CHINESEELM 22" | X | 1243 |BOXELDERS" X | 1339 [BOXELDER 22" 1408 _|BOXELDER 10" 1481 |BOXELDER 7" i Heritage Trees
1084 BOXELDER 6" 1166 BOXELDER 6" X 1244 BOXELDER 12" X 1341 BOXELDER 16" 1409 BOXELDER 18"-2 1482 BOXELDER 8" ¥ 1103 A—
1085 BOXELDER 20" 1167 BOXELDER 6" X 1245 BOXELDER 9" X 1342 BOXELDER 14" 1410 MAPLE 8" 1483 BOXELDER 9" N e H .
1105 51089
1086 BOXELDER 20" 1168 CHINESE ELM 10" X 1246 BOXELDER 14" X 1343 BOXELDER 8" 1411 MAPLE 10" 1484 BOXELDER 16" % 'TOtal DB H nOt In easements'
1087 |BOXELDER 14" x | 1169 |cHiNesEEetm1s" [ x | 1247 [BOXELDER 22" x | 1345 [BOxELDERS" 1412 [COTTONWOOD 18" 1485 |BOXELDER 9" 124 0, )
1088 |ASH10"-2 1170 |BOXELDER 12" x | 1248 [etms” x | 1346 [BOXELDER 7" 1413 [COTTONWOOD 25" 1486 |BOXELDER 16" A 1088 ‘ Allowed DBH removal (15 %):
0 0 0 0 0 0 1084
1089 [BOXELDER 6 1171 |cOTTONWOO0D 25" | X | 1251 |COTTONWOOD 80 1347 |HACKBERRY 8 1414 [BOXELDER 6 1493 |BOXELDER 20 X .
1090 |BOXELDER 18" 1173 |BOXELDER 11" X | 1253 [BOXELDER 7" x_| 1348 [BOXELDER 10" 1415 |[COTTONWOOD 24" 1497 _|COTTONWOOD 48" o X % Proposed DBH removal:
1091 [ELM 15" 1174 |CHINESEELM 25" | X | 1254 |BOXELDER 25" 1349 |BOXELDER 10" 1416 _|[COTTONWOOD 24" 1498 |BOXELDER 12" / i 1304 .
1094 [BOXELDER 6" x | 1175 |cHiNEsEEM8"-2 | x | 1255 [BOXELDER17" 1350 |BOXELDER 14" 1417 _|BOXELDER 10" 1519 |BOXELDER 24" 1% 4297 DBH replacement value (31)(2)
1097 [OAK 25" X | 1176 |CHINESEELM20" [ x | 1258 [BOXELDERS" X | 1351 [BOXELDER 18" 1418 |MAPLE 10" 1521 |MAPLE 158 X g ‘ s .
1098 |CHINESE ELM 7" X | 1177 |CHINESEELM11" [ X | 1259 [BOXELDERS" x | 1352 [HACKBERRY 7" 1419 [BOXELDER 10" x | 1522 |maAPLE36 X 1087 1085 Remai ning allowed DBH removal: 1.057
1099 BOXELDER 13" X 1178 BOXELDER 7" X 1261 BOXELDER 14" X 1353 BOXELDER 12" 1420 BOXELDER 6" X 1523 APPLE 7"-2 X 1084 1099
1100 BOXELDER 22" X 1179 ICHINESE ELM 7" X 1262 BOXELDER 13" X 1354 BOXELDER 16" 1421 BOXELDER 14" X 1524 CEDAR 10" X %
1101 BOXELDER 6" X 1180 [ELM 6" 1263 BOXELDER 9" X 1355 BOXELDER 8" 1423 BOXELDER 14" X 1527 BOXELDER 24" X \ .
1103 [MAPLE 26" 1181 |HACKBERRY 6" 1264 |BOXELDER 18" 1356 |BOXELDER 12" 1424 [BOXELDER 18" 1528 |BOXELDER 10" X 0 N 1083 Coniferous Trees
1104 |MAPLE 7" 1182 |HACKBERRY 6" 1265 |BOXELDER 11" 1357 |BOXELDER 20" 1425 [BOXELDER 18" 1529 |coTTONWOOD16 | X st n2 . . .
1105 |MAPLE 7" 1183 |HACKBERRY 6" 1266 |BOXELDER 7" 1358 |BOXELDER 10" 1426 [BOXELDER 16" 1530 |COTTONWOODS-4 | X Total h8|ght not in easements:
1107 _|BOXELDER 6" x | 1184 |asHs" X | 1267 [BOXELDER 13" 1359 |BOXELDER 7" 1427 _|[BOXELDER 6" 1531 _|COTTONWOOD16 . .
1082 .
1108 |BOXELDER 6" x | 1186 [BASSWOOD 11" X | 1268 [BOXELDER 9" 1360 |BOXELDER 8" 1428 |[BOXELDER 20" x_| 1543 |mAPLE 16" X X DBH equlVaIent (helg ht Value/2).
1109 |AsH 7" x | 1187 |etmon2 x | 1269 [BOXELDER 18" 1361 _|BOXELDER 20" 1429 |[BOXELDER 10" 1544 |BOXELDER 16" X 120 3
1110 [ASH7" X | 1189 |CHINESEELM 8" x | 1271 [BOXELDER 16" 1362 _|BOXELDER 14" 1430 [BOXELDER 8" 1546 |MAPLE 36" Allowed DBH removal (35%) .
1111 BOXELDER 6" X 1191 |BOXELDER 9"-2 X 1272 BOXELDER 19" 1363 BOXELDER 20" 1431 BOXELDER 12" 1547 BOXELDER 24"
1112 ASH 12" X 1192 |BDXELDER 15" X 1273 BOXELDER 9" 1364 BOXELDER 16" X 1432 BOXELDER 7" 1550 BOXELDER 24" Proposed DBH removal .
1113 BOXELDER 22" X 1193 |£LM 7" X 1274 BOXELDER 14" 1365 BOXELDER 14" 1433 BOXELDER 12" 2027 BOXELDER 7"
1114 [ELM 18" X 1197 |ASH7" X 1275 |[BOXELDER 8" 1366 |HACKBERRY 6" 1434 |[BOXELDER 16" 2028 |BOXELDER 26" DBH replacement Value (33X05) B
1115 [BOXELDER 11" x | 1198 |asH7" X | 1276 [BOXELDER 15" 1367 |HACKBERRY 6" 1435 [BOXELDER 12" X | 2029 [BOXELDER 6" .
1116 |BOXELDER 7" X 1199 [SPRUCE2SFT X 1277 |[BOXELDER 10" 1368 |BOXELDER 12" 1436 |BOXELDER 16" X 2030 |BOXELDER 13"-2 TTWATER Remalnlng a”OWed DBH I’emOVal_ 1'040
1118 [MAPLE 10" X | 1200 |BOXELDER 13" X | 1278 [BOXELDER 19" 1369 |BOXELDER 6" 1437 _|BOXELDER 10" X | 2031 [BOXELDER 8" §| SERveE - L
1119 [BOXELDER 6" X | 1201 |BOXELDER 7" X | 1279 [BOXELDER6" 1370 |HACKBERRY 6" 1438 |[BOXELDER 14" X_| 2033 [BOXELDER 14" o
1120 |CHINESEELM 15" | X | 1202 |BOXELDER 18" X | 1280 [BOXELDER 14" 1371 |ELM 10" 1440 _[BOXELDER 6" 2034 [BOXELDER 7"
1122 [CHINESEELM 11" | X | 1203 [BOXELDER 12" X | 1281 [BOXELDER 13" 1372 |BOXELDER 8" 1441 |[COTTONWOOD 24"
1123 [ELM 7" X 1204 BOXELDER 9" X 1283 BOXELDER 13" 1373 HACKBERRY 6" 1443 BOXELDER 8" Sap
1124 BOXELDER 7" X 1206 BOXELDER 12" X 1284 BOXELDER 12" 1375 BOXELDER 10" 1444 BOXELDER 9" J'
1125 BOXELDER 20" X 1207 BOXELDER 9" X 1293 BOXELDER 18" X 1376 POPLAR 24" 1445 BOXELDER 13" “_(,,
1126 |CHINESE ELM 8" X 1208 BOXELDER 6" X 1294 CEDAR 25FT X 1377 BOXELDER 10" 1446 BOXELDER 10" 18"RCP
1127 [BOXELDER 17" x | 1209 [BOXELDER 8" X | 1295 [CEDAR25FT x | 1378 [sOXELDER 12" 1447 [BOXELDER8"-2 S>—————>>——> >
1129 [BOXELDER 24" x | 1210 [BOXELDER 7" X | 1296 [CEDAR25FT x | 1379 [sOXELDER 12" 1448 |BOXELDER 9" — — — — —
1130 [BOXELDER 7" X | 1211 [BOXELDER 14" X | 1303 [BOXELDER 20" x | 1380 [etmie" 1449 [BOXELDER 7" A
1143 |ASH6" 1212 |BOXELDER 14" X | 1304 [BOXELDER 24" x | 1381 |HACKBERRYS" 1450 |MAPLE 16" EeEe =,
1144 |ELM 9" 1213 [BOXELDER 8" X | 1305 [MAPLE13" x | 1382 |HACKBERRY 7" 1452 |[BOXELDER 14"-2 = e hs =Sl g
1145 |CHINESE ELM 7" x | 1214 |BOXELDER 13" x | 1306 [mAPLES" X | 1383 |HACKBERRY6" 1453 |MAPLE 26" | i
1146 [ELM 6" X | 1215 [BOXELDER 9" x | 1308 [elms" X | 1384 [BOXELDER 10" 1454 |[BOXELDER 8" v o
1147 BOXELDER 6" X 1216 TREE 13" X 1309 MAPLE 14" X 1385 BOXELDER 14" X 1455 BOXELDER 16" ohs.
1148 ELM 10" X 1217 ICOTTONWOOD 40" | X 1313 CHINESE ELM 1 X 1386 BOXELDER 20" X 1457 BOXELDER 10" Q OHW ————— OHW.
1149 BOXELDER 7"-2 1218 BOXELDER 7" 1314 CHINESE ELM 22" X 1387 BOXELDER 10" X 1460 [OAK 30"
1150 |CHINESE ELM 7" X 1219 BOXELDER 8" X 1315 CHINESE ELM 18" X 1388 OAK 24" 1461 BOXELDER 18"
1151 [BOXELDER 9" x | 1220 [BOXELDER 9" 1316 [CHINESEELM 15" | X | 1389 [BOXELDER8" 1462 [BOXELDER 16"
1152 [ELM 9" 1221 [BOXELDER 9" 1324 [BOXELDER 8" 1390 [BOXELDER 8" X | 1463 |BOXELDER 16"
1153 [ELM 12" 1222 [BOXELDER 10"-2 1325 [BOXELDER 20"-2 1391 |BOXELDER 10" X | 1464 [BOXELDER 6" “0TES
- Field survey was completed by E.G. Rud and Seons, Inc. on 1/09/14.
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bryan.lloyd
Text Box
Tree Preservation Calculation
  
Significant Trees
Total DBH not in easements:         4,165
Allowed DBH removal (35%):         1,457
Proposed DBH removal:                   338
Remaining allowed DBH removal: 1,119
 
Heritage Trees
Total DBH not in easements:              36
Allowed DBH removal (15%):                5
Proposed DBH removal:                      36
DBH replacement value (31x2):          62
Remaining allowed DBH removal: 1,057
 
Coniferous Trees
Total height not in easements:          100
DBH equivalent (height value/2):         50
Allowed DBH removal (35%):              17
Proposed DBH removal:                      50
DBH replacement value (33x0.5):       17
Remaining allowed DBH removal: 1,040
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Roll Call (Super Majority)
Ayes: Laliberte; McGehee; Willmus; Etten; and Roe
Nays: None.

McGehee moved, Etten seconded, enactment of Ordinance No. 1467 (Attachment
C) entitled, “An Ordinance Amending Title 10, Zoning Ordinance of the Rose-
ville City Code;” amending the “CMU Statement of Purpose.

Roll Call
Ayes: Laliberte; McGehee; Willmus; Etten; and Roe
Nays: None.

Request by J. W. Moore, Inc., holder of Purchase Agreement for the Resi-
dential Property at 297-311 County Road B, for Approval of a Rezoning
from LDR-1 to LDR-2, and a Preliminary Plat creating Seven (7) Residential
Lots

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd summarized this request as detailed in the RCA dated
April 21, 2014, and related attachments. Mr. Lloyd noted that the request had
three elements: rezoning from LDR-1 to LDR-2; a preliminary plat application
creating seven lots from the existing two; and vacating an existing storm sewer
and drainage easement to establish a new one for development overall.

Related to the Tree Preservation Ordinance, Mr. Lloyd noted that many of the
trees slotted for removal to facilitate the relocated drainage easement were of Cot-
tonwood and/or Boxelder species, and therefore not required for replacement
from the City’s perspective. Mr. Lloyd displayed the preliminary plat, and pro-
posed realignment of the drainage easement versus the existing site in order to in-
corporate infiltration ponding. Mr. Lloyd noted that the City’s engineering staffs’
analysis and review with the applicant was nearing finalization.

Councilmember Willmus expressed his interest in assuring that LDR-2 allow re-
stricting development of duplexes or townhomes if rezoned. Setting this particu-
lar plat aside, and at the request of Councilmember Willmus, Mr. Lloyd advised
that the City could not legally require that rezoning be conditioned if a use was
permitted or permitted as a conditional use. Councilmember Willmus asked staff
to speak to if and how the property could be developed without rezoning, as ad-
dressed in Section 4.2 of the staff report.

Mr. Lloyd displayed a sketch he’d made of a potential layout based on dimensions
and how those lots would look based on their distinct widths and depths. Mr.
Lloyd opined that it would be possible to achieve the layout, but wouldn’t repre-
sent similarities to other lots in the areas; with the drainage also becoming more
problematic with LDR-1 zoning versus LDR-2 and drainage relocated as pro-
posed.
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Councilmember Willmus concurred with staff’s analysis of the layout.

Councilmember McGehee opined that it appeared that drainage seemed to be suf-
ficient and along the lot line in its current location in the LDR-1 version.

Mr. Lloyd reviewed the existing and proposed easement; noting that it was his
understanding from City engineers, that the current location was not ideally locat-
ed to effectively address stormwater from the streets, which was preferred in this
area to capture some of it with the proposed relocation.

Councilmember McGehee opined that she was unwilling to move to LDR-2 zon-
ing simply because there was inadequate restraint; and questioned how long it
would take to add a tool to accommodate this development if zoning remained
LDR-1.

Based on the time for notice, Public Hearing and Councilmember schedules, Mr.
Lloyd estimated a minimum of two months.

Mayor Roe questioned if it was possible to approve a preliminary plat and meet
dimensions for LDR-1 zoning without rezoning to LDR-2.

City Manager Trudgeon recommended that not be considered; noting that the pre-
liminary plat needed review and/or revision based on engineering specifications;
and he would suggest that the developer provide their input if that was the case.
If the City Council wasn’t supportive of rezoning, Mr. Trudgeon suggested the
item be tabled.

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Attorney Gaughan advised that under City
Code, the City had 60 days to review a preliminary plat, with that review having
the ability to be extended for an additional sixty days by mutual agreement of the
applicant and City.

Mayor Roe, in addressing the applicant related to timing and location of the
easement, asked if it was possible to relocate the easement location using lot lines
as suggested in Mr. Lloyd’s sketch; and whether it could work.

Applicant Representative, Grant Johnson, with J. W. Moore, Inc.

Mr. Johnson advised that their engineer would need to speak to the drainage
easement location. Mr. Johnson advised that the main reason for requesting LDR-
2 zoning was to meet current neighborhood characteristics and address and im-
prove drainage in the area.

Mr. Johnson advised that closing on the property was scheduled for next week,

and in order to extend the City’s review period, he would need to see if the parties
were willing to extend the Purchase Agreement.
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Councilmember McGehee expressed appreciation for the work done by the appli-
cant in platting; and was personally sorry that the City didn’t have an existing tool
to make this work for the applicant more quickly. However, Councilmember
McGehee stated that she couldn’t agree to LDR-2, and suggested staff should
have polled the City Council before the application got this far. Councilmember
McGehee questioned Mr. Johnson on what would happen if the original platting
could be made to work and the process was expedited for the property to remain
LDR-1.

Mr. Johnson expressed the applicant’s willingness to apply covenants or deed re-
strictions stating that no duplexes or townhomes could be built on the parcels, on-
ly single-family homes.

At the request of Councilmember McGehee, City Attorney Gaughan advised that
deed restrictions would run with the land; however, he noted that he was not cer-
tain the City could condition approval on that restriction.

If the City Council decided to table action tonight, Mayor Roe advised that they
would need confirmation on that by the City Attorney.

Councilmember Willmus expressed concern that if a majority of property owners
got together, they could void a covenant; and while deed restrictions carried more
weight, it may become more troublesome. Councilmember Willmus opined that
he found this discussion regarding rezoning issues, while having this plat in front
of the body, troubling as well; and suggested that the City Council look at it in the
context of rezoning with all that entails and whether they were comfortable in do-
ing so. Drawing from his personal conclusions, Councilmember Willmus state
that he was not happy doing so; and if the City Council were to take action on this
tonight, he would need to vote in opposition. If that was the majority rule, Coun-
cilmember Willmus noted that the applicant could return with a planned unit de-
velopment (PUD) process, which he could support as that provided an available
tool that would protect the City from the potential of having two-family attached
or detached homes.

City Planner Thomas Paschke opined that, when talking about tools, the recently
updated Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code provided that available tool in the
revisions and allowances made. Mr. Paschke further opined that, absent having
LDR-2 zoning, the PUD did nothing, as LDR-2 zoning would need to be elimi-
nated and a PUD process created, but predicated on something allowing the City
Council to do so, for a unique development design.

Mayor Roe recognize that tools were available, but he was unsure LDR-2 was ac-
tually in the toolbox; and in his review of the Subdivision Code and lot standards,
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he didn’t see how the City Council could approve this application; and expressed
serious concerns in doing so.

Mr. Lloyd noted that lot sizes could also be addressed similarly in commercial
districts, where the Zoning Code didn’t address lot size standards other than sin-
gle-family lot sizes.

Mayor Roe read the “Statement of Purpose” from Section 1004.09 of the Zoning
Code; opining that this application didn’t meet the definition of LDR-2; further
opining that he could approve LDR-1 and would be willing to do so in the most
expeditious way possible for the developers to proceed.

McGehee moved TABLING action tonight; with Mayor Roe asking that she
withdraw her motion for the moment to allow more discussion, at which time she
did so.

City Attorney Gaughan clarified that, if the intent was to table action, that the de-
cision for extending the review period needed mutual agreement by the applicant
and City Council.

Mr. Johnson stated that he was not sure of his ability to extend the Purchase
Agreement without first consulting with other parties to the agreement. Mr. John-
son noted that, when this route was taken, it was to avoid any new road or infra-
structure for this almost four acre parcel, which could accommodate sixteen lots,
but they had chosen not to do so to keep with the current neighborhood’s charac-
ter.

Mayor Roe Recognized that aspect; and asked Mr. Johnson’s preference for
committing to an extension or having the City Council take action at this time,
which may result in denial.

Mr. Johnson agreed to the 60-day review extension.

City Attorney Gaughan asked that any action include a specific date to ensure a
more perfect record for the City.

Councilmember Willmus suggested action be taken when a full City Council was
available, recognizing that Mayor Roe would be unable to attend the May 5, 2014
meeting, and suggested the extension be done to the May 12, 2014 meeting;
which was mutually agreed upon by the body and Mr. Johnson.

At the request of Mr. Johnson, Mayor Roe clarified that the extension would be
for consideration of the plat as presented or it would require the applicant to start
the process over again with a Public Hearing at the Planning Commission level,
and suggested that the applicant choose what they were willing to do.
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Jason Hohn, Applicant Representative with Bald Eagle Builders
Mr. Hohn asked, if a deed restriction could be accomplished, would the City
Council look at the plat as currently designed.

Mayor Roe advised that he was unable to answer that question at this time, as
there was no motion or vote on the table; but based on discussion, he anticipated
that it may be a consideration.

City Attorney Gaughan clarified that he was not stating that a conditioned ap-
proval could not be done, but he was skeptical that it could be; and would be part
of staff’s discussions with the applicant in the interim.

Councilmember Laliberte suggested that some of those answers be made available
by staff and the City Attorney by May 5™, even if the vote was delayed until May
12™ but City Manager Trudgeon suggested keeping the discussion and actions
together to avoid any confusion.

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Attorney Gaughan clarified that the vote would
not require a super majority; and supported City Manager Trudgeon’s advice to
keep the full discussion and potential action until May 12, 2014.

Councilmember Etten expressed his willingness to proceed with a deed re-
striction. He noted that matching existing lots actually only applied to three lots
on the east side of the development; and he was unsure if there was a need to re-
strict the size of the new lots at this time, or what would be gained by doing so.

Councilmember McGehee concurred with the comments of Councilmember Etten
and encouraged the applicant to see if they could work with LDR-1 zoning, opin-
ing that it wouldn’t require too much change on their part if the Purchase Agree-
ment could be extended.

McGehee moved, Etten seconded, TABLING action on this item until the May
12, 2014 City Council meeting for consideration of the plat and rezoning at that
time.

Roll Call
Ayes: Laliberte; McGehee; Willmus; Etten; and Roe
Nays: None.

Councilmember Etten expressed his concern with the City’s current Tree Preser-
vation Ordinance, and identification of substandard trees. Councilmember Etten
opined that mature and significant trees were important to a neighborhood, and
should be preserved; further opining that the current tree ordinance was not work-
ing for him.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Councilmember McGehee concurred with the comments of Councilmember Et-
ten, opining that the current tree ordinance appeared to her and had proven to be
uniformly useless since it was put into effect.

City Manager Trudgeon advised that it could be reviewed, noting that some
standards had been attempted across the way, with Cottonwood trees typically ex-
cluded from calculations.

Presentations

Public Hearings

Budget Items

Business Items (Action Items)

a.

Request by J. W. Moore, Inc., holder of Purchase Agreement for the Resi-
dential Property at 297-311 County Road B, for Approval of a Rezoning
from LDR-1 to LDR-2, and a Preliminary Plat creating Seven (7) Residential
Lots

Mayor Roe noted that, at this point given previous action to table, this item was
moot.

Request by Roseville Housing and Redevelopment Authority (RHHA) and
the Greater metropolitan Housing Corporation (GMHC) for Approval of a
Preliminary Plat of 657, 661, 667, and 675 Cope Avenue, and 2325 and 2335
Dale Street in Preparation for Redevelopment

City Planner Thomas Paschke summarized this request, as detailed in the RCA
dated April 21, 2014 and related attachments.

Willmus moved, Etten seconded, approval of the PRELIMINARY PLAT of Fire
House Addition; based on the comments and findings of Section 4 — 6 and rec-
ommendation of Section 7 of the RCA dated April 21, 2014.

Councilmember McGehee expressed her pleasure with this entire process and
flexibility allowed in this development.

Roll Call
Ayes: Laliberte; McGehee; Willmus; Etten; and Roe
Nays: None.

Business Items — Presentations/Discussions

City Manager Future Agenda Review
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Attachment F

Bryan Lloyd

From: Mike Busse

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 1:13 PM
To: Bryan Lloyd

Subject: Re: 297 - 311 Co. Rd. B.
Bryan Lloyd

City of Roseville
Roseville, Minnesota

Good day to you Bryan,
My name is Michael Busse and | am the homeowner of 275 County Road B.

To let you know, | am not necessarily opposed to this possible development, but | do have some real concerns and
reservations about the future yard drainage coming from those sites proposed.

Because of the at present drainage situation, | do not want to be receiving ever greater increases of runoff directly to my
property where it would then pool to soak in; this water coming from impervious runoff from varying storm events and
also snow melt.

Additional drainage would not normally or likely do harm, but my property does not properly drain to flow elsewhere as
| believe it is supposed to. It just doesn't. The rearmost area seems inches lower for any drainage, and literally is land
locked due to ground topography. The adjoining properties (State owned and the easterly neighboring property, seem,
for whatever reasons, higher on elevation. My concerns are for vegetation and trees to survive imminently wetter
conditions from this project. Also my concern is with greater mosquito populations that will birth in my own back yard.

| have already been burdened with considerable out of pocket expenses; taking down trees that started to die or
become dangerous because of wet feet. In short, | simply do not want to be adversely affected from additional

drainage.

Question for you Bryan. Do you know if a full topography survey exists for the whole of this property including the
adjoining property portion of subject land along 36 and as it abuts mine?

Please contact me and we can together take a look.
Thank you Bryan.

Respectfully,
Mike Busse
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Attachment G

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDNANCE AMENDING TITLE 10 OF THE CrTY CODE, CHANGING CERTAIN REAL
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 297 AND 311 COUNTY ROAD B FROM LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL-1
DisTRICT (LDR-1) TO LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL-2 (LDR-2) DISTRICT

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain:

Section 1. Real Property Rezoned. Pursuant to Section 1009.06 (Zoning Changes) of
the City Zoning Code of the City of Roseville, and after the City Council consideration on PF14-
002, the property located at 297 and 311 County Road B is hereby rezoned from Low-Density
Residential-1 (LDR-1) District to Low-Density Residential-2 (LDR-2) District, contingent upon
approval and recording of the Moore’s Farrington Estates plat proposed in conjunction with the
request to rezone the property. Once platted, the subject property will be legally described as:

Lots 1 -7, Block 1, Moore’s Farrington Estates, Ramsey County, Minnesota, and

Section 2. Effective Date. This ordinance amendment to the City Code and Zoning
Map shall take effect upon:

1. Approval and filing of the Moore’s Farrington Estates plat; and
2. The passage and publication of this ordinance.

Passed this 14™ day of April, 2014.
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Attachment |
EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City
of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was held on the 12" day of May 2014 at 6:00 p.m.

The following Members were present:
and were absent.

Council Member introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:

RESOLUTION NO. __

A RESOLUTION DENYING THE PROPOSED REZONING AND/OR PRELIMINARY
PLAT OF MOORE’S FARRINGTON ESTATES (PF14-002)

WHEREAS, J.W. Moore, Inc., applicant for approval of the proposed plat, holds a
purchase agreement for the residential property at 297 and 311 County Road B, which parcels are
legally described as;

The South 200 feet of the West 60 feet of the East 240 feet of Lot 7, of Michel’s
Rearrangement of Lots 9 to 16 inclusive of Mackubin and Iglehart’s Addition to Outlots to
St. Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota

and

Lot 7, of Michel’s Rearrangement of Lots 9 to 16 inclusive of Mackubin and Iglehart’s
Addition to Outlots to St. Paul, except the East 240 feet of the South 200 feet and subject to
State Highway 36

WHEREAS, the applicant has requested rezoning of the subject property from LDR-1 to
LDR-1 and approval of the Moore’s Farrington Estates preliminary plat;

WHEREAS, the Roseville City Council, at its regular meeting on May 12, 2014 reviewed
the public record and the applicable zoning and/or subdivision regulations, and made the
following findings of fact;

a.

b.

C.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville,
Minnesota, that the proposed rezoning and/or preliminary plat is/are hereby denied.

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council
Member and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:
and voted against.

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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Resolution — Moore’s Farrington Estates (PF14-002)

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) SS
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, County
of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and
foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council held on the 12" day of
May 2014 with the original thereof on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 12" day of May 2014.

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
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