
CITY OF SHOREVIEW 

AGENDA 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

OCTOBER 20, 2014 

7:00 P.M. 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

ROLL CALL 

 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 

PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 
 

CITIZENS COMMENTS - Individuals may address the City Council about any item 

not included on the regular agenda. Specific procedures that are used for Citizens 

Comments are available on notecards located in the rack near the entrance to the 

Council Chambers.  Speakers are requested to come to the podium, state their name and 

address for the clerk's record, and limit their remarks to three minutes. Generally, the 

City Council will not take official action on items discussed at this time, but may typically 

refer the matter to staff for a future report or direct that the matter be scheduled on an 

upcoming agenda. 

 

COUNCIL COMMENTS 

 

CONSENT AGENDA - These items are considered routine and will be enacted by one 

motion. There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember so 

requests, in which event the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and placed 

elsewhere on the agenda. 

 

1. October 6, 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes 

 

2. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes- 

--Economic Development Commission, September 16, 2014 

--Planning Commission, September 23, 2014 

--Economic Development Authority, October 6, 2014 

 

3. Monthly Reports 

--Administration 

--Community Development 

--Finance 

--Public Works 

--Park and Recreation 

 



4. Verified Claims 

 

5. Purchases 

 

6. Approval of Special Event Intoxicating Liquor License—St. Odilia 

 

7. Approval of Application for Exempt Permit—St. Odilia  

 

8. Approval of Agreement with Ramsey County—GIS User Group Joint Powers 

Agreement 

 

9. Developer Escrow Reductions 

 

10. Establish Parking Restrictions—Robinhood and Nottingham 

 

11. Change Order #1—Hanson Road/Oakridge Avenue, CP 14-01 

 

12. Payment #5 (Final)—2013 Street Rehabilitation and Gaston/Grove/St. Albans 

Watermain Extension, CP 13-02 and 13-03 

 

13. Approval of Change Order for Community Center Roof Replacement Project 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

GENERAL BUSINESS 

 

STAFF AND CONSULTANT REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 



CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
MINUTES 

REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
October 6, 2014 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Mayor Martin called the regular meeting of the Shoreview City Council to order at 7:00 p.m. on 
October 6, 2014. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
The meeting opened with the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The following members were present:  Mayor Martin; Councilmembers Johnson, Quigley, 
Wickstrom and Withhart. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Mayor Martin noted that item No. 15 on the agenda will be tabled at the request of the applicant. 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Quigley to approve 

the October 6, 2014 agenda as revised. 
 
VOTE:   Ayes -  5  Nays - 0 
 
PROCLAMATIONS AND RECOGNITIONS 
 
There were none. 
 
CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
There were none. 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS 
 
Mayor Martin: 
 
There are two weeks left for the Farmers’ Market.  She encouraged residents to take advantage 
of all the beautiful produce available. 
 
Mayor Martin stated that she would like to set up a schedule for the Council to meet jointly with 
all committees and commissions. 
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Councilmember Wickstrom: 
 
The League of Women’s Voters will be holding a Candidates Forum in the Council Chambers on 
Tuesday, October 7, 2014, from 7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. for Minnesota Legislative District Nos. 
42A and 42B.  All are encouraged to attend. 
 
Councilmember Withhart: 
 
The Shoreview Human Rights Commission will be holding a forum on bullying on November 6, 
2014.  This is free and open to the public.  Detailed information is posted on the City’s website. 
 
The Environmental Quality Committee (EQC) is planning a series of speakers in 2015.  
Residents are encouraged to watch for the events and attend. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Item Nos. 1 and 7 were pulled for separate consideration, as Councilmember Johnson did not 
attend the September 8, 2014 City Council Workshop and will abstain from voting on item No. 
7. 
 
Councilmember Withhart requested separate discussion on item Nos. 6, 10 and 12. 
 
No. 6.  Appointment of Election Judges 
Councilmember Withhart expressed his appreciation to all those who volunteer to serve the long 
day during voting hours and the hours afterward to compile official results. 
 
No. 10. Approval of Ramsey County Cooperative Agreement/Lexington and County Road 
F 
Councilmember Withhart stated that it is not clear if there will be a right turn lane for 
northbound Lexington to turn right on County Road F.  Mr. Maloney stated that there will be a 
dedicated right turn lane.  
 
No. 12.  Community Center Rate Adjustments 
Councilmember Withhart asked if the Parks and Recreation Commission has reviewed the 
revised rates.  City Manager Schwerm responded that the Commission has reviewed the new 
rates and recommends approval. 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Quigley, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to adopt the 

Consent Agenda for October 6, 2014, and all relevant resolutions for item Nos. 2 
through 6 and Nos. 8 through 12: 

 
2. September 15, 2014 City Council Meeting Minutes 
3. Receipt of Committee/Commission Minutes: 

- Parks and Recreation Commission, June 26, 2014 
- Human Rights Commission, September 3, 2014 
- Environmental Quality Committee, September 22, 2014 
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- Human Rights Commission, September 24, 2014 
4. Verified Claims in the Amount of $2,113,392.08 
5. Purchases 
6. Appointment of Election Judges for November 4, 2014 General Election 
8. Developer Escrow Reductions 
9. Adopt Assessment of Owasso Street Reconstruction, CP 09-12 
10. Approval of Ramsey County Cooperative Agreement - Lexington Avenue and County 

Road F Reconstruction 
11. Authorize Purchase of 2013 Skidsteer Trade-In 
12. Community Center Rate Adjustments 
 
VOTE:    Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Withhart to approve 

the September 8, 2014 City Council Workshop Meeting Minutes as submitted and 
approve the Final PUD--Kimley-Horn/Raising Cane’s, Lexington Avenue, 
Shoreview Target 2nd Addition. 

 
VOTE:   Ayes - 4  Nays - 0  Abstain - 1 (Johnson) 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
VACATION - GRAND AVENUE ALLEY 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 
 
The City is initiating the vacation of a 20-foot platted alley in Block 3, Owasso Plat, which was 
platted in 1890.  It is located north of Grand Avenue, east of Centre Street and south of Janice 
Avenue.  This alley is unimproved and is serving no public purpose and is not being maintained 
by the City.  The alley serves no public benefit, as all residences in the area have access to a 
public roadway.  No City infrastructure is located in the right-of-way. 
 
Notices were published for the public hearing.  Notices were also mailed to 10 property owners 
and utility companies.  Xcel has requested an easement for existing electric facilities.  Four 
written comments were received supporting the vacation.  One comment was received in 
opposition because the alley is used to access the back yard of the property owner’s property.  
 
Mayor Martin asked if the property will revert to individual property owners on the alley.  Ms. 
Castle explained that the alley is 20 feet wide and will be split in half.  Each property owner will 
gain 10 feet. 
 
City Attorney Kelly stated that proper notice for the public hearing is complete. 
 
Mayor Martin opened the public hearing. 
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Ms. Amy Parsons, 245 Grand, urged the Council that it is important for this land to be vacated.  
There are a lot of trees and green space, and she and her husband maintain it.   
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Quigley, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to close the 

public hearing at 7:18 p.m. 
 
VOTE:    Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
Councilmember Withhart stated that the one person opposing this action makes a compelling 
case for vehicle access to the back yard for such things as tree trimming.  Although it is a benefit 
to pick up 10 feet of property, it is at the cost of giving up a nice amenity of back yard access.  
He asked if it is possible for homeowners in this neighborhood to retain the right to have access 
to their back yards.   
 
Mayor Martin asked if the Parsons should be maintaining the alley if it were not vacated.  Ms. 
Castle stated that it is City policy that property owners adjacent to a public alley or boulevard are 
the responsible party for maintenance.  City Manager Schwerm added that if the alley is owned 
by the City, fences would not be allowed.  Private ownership would allow fences, which could 
restrict vehicle access.   
 
Councilmember Wickstrom asked if the utility easement would restrict fences.  Ms. Castle 
answered that could happen, as the resolution recorded for each property will show a utility 
easement in any title search.  Mr. Schwerm noted that any fence application will trigger a review 
to make sure utility access is preserved.  Mr. Maloney explained that the difficulty in deciding 
whether to allow fences is that if public access must be maintained, fences cannot be allowed 
because they would be built on both sides and would block access.  It is difficult to have a 
protected right of access and allow residents to freely use their private property.   
 
Councilmember Quigley stated that support for the vacation is 9 to 1.  If property owners want 
fences, they will have to be moved back to allow the access.  It is more common to find platting 
in the City that does not allow vehicle access to back yards.  He supports the vacation. 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom asked the width of the easement for Xcel.   
 
Mayor Martin stated that private property would extend to the midline of the alley, but there 
would be a 20-foot easement.   
 
Councilmember Wickstrom asked if it would be unlikely that any fences would be allowed to 
encroach on the easement.  Ms Castle stated that it may be possible depending on the individual 
application.   Mr. Schwerm explained that this issue came to the City’s attention because of a 
fence that exists within the right-of-way area.  Staff does not see a need for City access and felt it 
makes more sense to vacate the entire alley rather than a patchwork vacation for individual 
homeowners as improvements are put in.  The only way to preserve rights for homeowners’ back 
yard access would be to maintain a public alley, which would mean public access for anyone.   
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Mayor Martin asked how Xcel would have access with fences in.  Councilmember Withhart 
responded that individual technicians are sent in to climb the poles, if vehicle access is not 
possible. 
 
Councilmember Johnson stated that it is important to note the length of time this situation has 
existed and that the one resident in opposition has lived in his home a long time.  This action 
would be a significant change. 
 
Councilmember Withhart asked if the Xcel easement would include telephone wires or other 
utilities.  Ms. Castle stated that the easement is described as a utility easement that would include 
all utilities. 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Quigley, seconded by Councilmember Johnson to adopt 

Resolution 14-84 approving the vacation of a 20-foot platted right-of-way in 
Block 3, Owasso Plat, between Janice Street/Centre Street and Grand Avenue 
Street, reserving unto the City and all entities, private or public, an easement for 
utility purposes over and across the alley vacated hereby. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Mayor Martin stated that she would support the motion because there are many other situations 
like this in the City.  Most of the residents impacted will appreciate this action. 
 
Councilmember Withhart stated that he reluctantly supports the motion because he agrees with 
Councilmember Quigley in that 9 of the 10 residents support this action. 
 
ROLL CALL:   Ayes:   Johnson, Quigley, Wickstrom, Withhart, Martin 
    Nays:  None 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
MINOR SUBDIVISION - 4325 RICE STREET, GREGORY LIVERMONT 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 
 
This application is to subdivide the property at 4325 Rice Street into two lots for detached single-
family homes.  The existing home, garage and storage shed will be removed.  The property 
consists of 1.8 acres with 56 feet of frontage on Rice Street.  The application includes an 
adjustment on the south lot line that abuts 4505 Rice Street where a portion of property would be 
combined with 4505. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the application at its September 23rd meeting and approved 
the variance that creates Parcel A with no frontage on a public roadway.  A number of members 
from the public spoke in support of the proposal because the application results in less impact to 
neighbors than previous proposals for this property. 
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The property is zoned R1 Detached Residential with a land use designation for low density 
residential (0 to 4 units per acre), the same as properties to the east and south.  Adjacent 
properties to the north and west are zoned Medium Density Residential (4 to 8 units per acre); 
and on the southwest is property zoned High Density Residential (8 to 20 units per acre). 
 
There is a utility easement and public road easement.  Parcel C would be combined with 4505 
Rice Street.  The parcels comply with required dimensional lot standards for R1 zoning.  They 
are key lots with side yard lines abutting rear lot lines.  Both proposed lots meet setback 
requirements for key lots. 
 
Access will be from Rice Street with a shared driveway that must be a minimum 12-foot width 
and 13-foot clearance for emergency vehicles.  A private easement and maintenance agreement 
are required for the shared driveway.  A private utility easement will be needed for Parcel A.  A 
wetland buffer of 16.5 feet is proposed.  Drainage flows south to a pond and historic drainage 
patterns will remain. 
 
Property owners within 350 feet were notified of the proposal.  Three comments were submitted 
expressing concerns about the loss of mature trees.  However, residents also expressed 
appreciation for this proposal which has much less impact than previous proposals. 
 
Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District does not require a permit; the 16.5-foot wetland 
buffer is acceptable.  Ramsey County Public Works indicated that the Rice Street right-of-way 
must be increased to 50 feet to comply with the County Plan for that road.  There is a local 
public road easement that will accommodate the increase the County requires.  A separate 
easement is not necessary.  Lake Johanna Fire Department expressed no concerns for the 
proposal. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed parcels comply with R1 standards.  With approval by the Planning 
Commission of the variance, staff is recommending approval of the subdivision. 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom asked if Parcel C is for the purpose of continued access to 4505 from 
the driveway.  Ms. Castle answered that Parcel C adds depth to the property at 4505 because the 
driveway portion to that property is so short.  The property owners at 4505 will be a party to the 
driveway easement and maintenance agreements. 
 
Councilmember Withhart asked if consideration was given to a public street rather than a private 
drive with easements.  A public street would eliminate the flag lot issues.  Further, he asked the 
orientation of the proposed new homes.  Ms. Castle stated that a public street would require 
public road standards, which would create a financial hardship for only two parcels.  No future 
development is anticipated.  There are no house plans at this time that indicate house orientation.  
Ms. Castle indicated side and rear lot lines for the two parcels on a map.  The buildable area on 
Parcel B is restricted because of the utility easement.  It is her understanding that the property 
owner plans to build where the existing home is located so as to prevent more site disturbance.   
 
Councilmember Withhart asked if the private driveway is being allowed on the public road right-
of-way and whether the City has the responsibility to maintain it.  Ms. Castle stated that although 
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the driveway is within the public road right-of-way, the required development agreements will 
stipulate that it is to be privately maintained. 
 
Mayor Martin noted that the Ramsey County Plan calls for a 50-foot half width which is an 
added 10-foot easement to Rice Street.  Ms. Castle explained that because of the existing local 
public road right-of-way, that addition can be accommodated.   
 
Councilmember Withhart noted that one comment received from an adjacent townhome resident 
raised the issues of additional plantings on the townhome complex property as was considered in 
previous applications.  Ms. Castle stated that there are only a small number of trees anticipated to 
be replaced, and there is adequate space for the replacements on the subject property. 
 
Planning Commissioner Peterson stated that the issue of removal of trees was discussed.  
Planning Commissioners who had served on the Commission for a period of time noted that this 
is the best proposal that has come forward for this site.  Other applications were much more 
intense and would have removed many more trees.  The Commission was also impressed with 
the prospective property owners who expressed a sincere intent to place homes so that as many 
trees as possible would be retained.  
 
Mr. Greg Livermont and Mr. Troy Wangler, Applicants, stated that they are aware this 
property was approved for a subdivision of six lots.  They only intend one subdivision into two 
parcels.  No removal of trees on the perimeter of the property would occur.  Only a very few 
trees will be removed to build two new homes.  
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Johnson, seconded by Councilmember Withhart to approve 

the minor subdivision request submitted by Greg Livermont to divide the property 
at 4525 Rice Street into two parcels for single-family residential, and to authorize 
execution of the development agreements, subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. The minor subdivision shall be in accordance with the plans submitted, prepared by Alliant 

Engineering dated September 9, 2014. 
2. The applicant shall pay a Public Recreation Use Dedication fee as required by Section 

204.020 of the Development Regulations before the City will endorse deeds for recording.  
The fee will be 4% of the fair market value of the property, with credit given for the existing 
residence. 

3. Public easements for drainage and utility, and a 16.5 foot wetland buffer shall be conveyed to 
the City as required by the Public Works Director.  The applicant shall be responsible for 
providing legal descriptions for all required easements.  Easements shall be conveyed before 
the City will endorse deeds for recording.  

4. Municipal water and sanitary sewer service shall be provided to both lots. Private easements 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney prior to recording.  The private utility 
easements shall be conveyed prior to issuance of a building permit by the City.  

5. Any work in the Rice Street right-of-way is subject to the permitting requirements of Ramsey 
County.  

6. Parcel C shall be conveyed only to the owner of the property located at 4505 Rice Street, and 
shall be combined with the existing parcel for tax purposes. 
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7. The applicants shall enter into a Development Agreement with the City.  This agreement 
shall be executed prior to the City’s release of the deeds for recording. 

8. A tree protection plan shall be submitted prior to issuance of a building permit (including the 
demolition permit).  The approved plan shall be implemented prior to the commencement of 
work on the property and maintained during the period of construction.  The protection plan 
shall include wood chips and protective fencing at the drip line of the retained trees. 

9. An erosion control plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for each 
parcel and implemented during the construction of the new residence.   

10. A final site-grading and drainage plan shall be submitted and approved by the City Engineer 
prior to issuance of a building permit.  

11. Tree removal requires replacement trees per City Code. City requirements for the tree 
removal and protection plan shall be detailed in the Development Agreement. 

12. The driveway shall be developed with a minimum 12-foot width and 13-foot height 
clearance. 

13. This approval shall expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with 
Ramsey County. 

 
This motion is based on the following findings: 
 
1. The subdivision is consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan and in compliance 

with the regulations of the Development Code. 
2. The proposed lots conform to the adopted City standards for the R-1 District. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Councilmember Withhart noted at least two other proposals for this property.  This is the best 
use he has seen.  It is a good development solution to a difficult property. 
 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Quigley, Wickstrom, Withhart, Johnson, Martin 
   Nays:  None 
 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT - 1349 MEADOW AVENUE - KYLE AND COLLEEN 
BAKER 
 
City Planner Castle stated that the applicant has decided to look at other options for the proposed 
garage after listening to the Planning Commission discussion and neighbors’ concerns.  It is 
recommended this matter be tabled with an extended review period from 60 to 120 days.  She 
anticipates that there will be significant changes to the plan, so that it will need to be reviewed 
again by the Planning Commission before being considered by the City Council. 
 
City Attorney Kelly noted that the request was submitted in writing to the City pursuant to 
Minnesota Statute 15.99, Subdivision 3, Paragraph g. 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom requested that the proposal submitted to the Council not be a sketch 
but a definite plan showing exact placement of the garage. 
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MOTION: by Councilmember Withhart, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom that the 
request of the applicant, Kyle Baker, and the Conditional Use Permit application 
is tabled in order to provide the applicant the additional time needed to explore 
the options regarding the proposed accessory structure on their property at 1349 
Meadow Avenue.  The revised plans shall be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission for review before being heard by the City Council.  That review 
period is extended from 60 to 120 days. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Mayor Martin stated that the Planning Commission expressed concern about potential use of this 
addition to the house and wanted to prohibit any business or commercial use, which is difficult to 
enforce.  She asked if there is a way that issue can be addressed.  Ms. Castle responded that a 
Conditional Use Permit resolution states specifically what is approved and is recorded with 
Ramsey County.  Future property owners will be on notice of the Conditional Use Permit.  These 
types of approvals generally prohibit any commercial use.  Evidence of commercial activity can 
mean citations, court action or revocation of the Conditional Use Permit. 
 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Wickstrom, Withhart, Johnson, Quigley, Martin 
   Nays:  None 
 
APPROVAL OF PROPOSAL WITH GRANICUS FOR LIVE STREAMING OF 
MEETINGS AND EVENTS 
 
Presentation by City Manager Terry Schwerm 
 
In August, the Council authorized a letter to be sent to withdraw from the North Suburban 
Communications Commission (NSCC), effective at the end of the year.  Although, the City has 
the right to rescind this letter, staff has begun the necessary planning to continue broadcasting 
and web streaming of City Council meetings.  As part of the Joint Powers Agreement with 
NSCC, City Council and Planning Commission meetings are broadcast on CTV.  The City 
intends to continue the broadcasts and web streaming provided by the NSCC. 
 
Staff has looked at various options for the web streaming of Council meetings.  The one that best 
meets City needs is a proposal received from Granicus.  This company specializes in cloud-based 
software programs for government organizations. This Transparency Suite program focuses on 
agenda management and distribution of content through web streaming.  A proposal for only 
web streaming was received that includes the equipment, training and tools to stream the 
meetings and allow for playback on the City’s website.  It allows unlimited cloud access and 
storage as well as on-demand streaming for up to 50 users at one time.  It also allows indexing of 
current agendas, which would be a beneficial addition to the service.  The total cost is $3,500 
plus a monthly hosting fee of $500.  It is important to make the purchase at this time because a 
90-day time frame is needed for installation and training.  If the City were to continue its 
membership in the NSCC, this technology could be used.  The increase in cost would be 
approximately $2,000 a year.  Many other cities also successfully use this technology including 
at least one in the NSCC. 
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Councilmember Quigley noted that Granicus has a good reputation in this field.  He asked the 
length of the agreement.  Mr. Schwerm stated that the agreement is for one year and would be 
paid from franchise fees, but could be extended for a longer period. 
 
Councilmember Johnson stated that Granicus is state of the art that would provide residents 
increased speed.  Although there is a slight increase in cost, she believes it is well worth the cost 
and fully supports this proposal. 
 
Councilmember Wickstrom stated that this will be an improvement whether or not the City stays 
with the NSCC.  Because Granicus offers state of the art technology, they will be on top of any 
future technology changes. 
 
Councilmember Withhart emphasized that even with the City’s withdrawal from the NSCC, the 
Council and Planning Commission meetings will continue to be broadcast.  It is hoped that cable 
rates will decrease with additional funds coming into the City.  Looking at the total picture of 
broadcasting and web streaming, it is a big savings to the City. 
 
Mayor Martin noted that one of the mayors she works with at the Regional Council of Mayors 
indicated that they also use Granicus in her community and are very satisfied with the service.  
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Wickstrom, seconded by Councilmember Johnson to approve 

the proposal by Granicus, Inc. for their Government Transparency Suite to allow 
for live streaming of meetings and events, on-demand streaming and linking of 
related documents for a one-time cost of $3,500.00 with a fee of $500 per month 
for the length of the agreement. 

 
Discussion: 
 
Mayor Martin thanked City Manager Schwerm and Rebecca Olson for the time taken to research 
and address this issue. 
 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Withhart, Johnson, Quigley, Wickstrom, Martin 
   Nays:  None 
 
APPOINTMENTS TO THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (EDC) 
 
City Manager Schwerm reported that there are two vacancies for appointment through the 
resignations of David Lukowitz, a long time member, and Gene Marsh who also served on the 
Economic Development Authority.  Three applications were received.  The EDC interviewed the 
candidates and recommend the appointment of Michael Tarvin to complete the term of David 
Lukowitz, which expires on January 31, 2017; and Kirk VanBlaircom to complete Gene Marsh’s 
term, which expires January 31, 2015.  Staff is recommending Mr. VanBlaircom’s appointment  
be for a full-three year term. 
 



SHOREVIEW CITY COUNCIL MEETING—OCTOBER 6, 2014 11 

 

MOTION: by Councilmember Johnson, seconded by Councilmember Wickstrom to appoint 
the following persons to fill two vacancies on the Economic Development 
Commission:  Michael Tarvin to complete the term of David Lukowitz, expiring 
January 31, 2017; and Kirk VanBlaircom to complete the term of Gene Marsh, 
expiring January 31, 2015 and a new three-year term expiring January 31, 2018.  

 
ROLL CALL:  Ayes:  Johnson, Quigley, Wickstrom, Withhart, Martin 
   Nays:  None 
 
SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 
Councilmember Withhart requested time at a future workshop meeting for the Council to discuss 
the issue considered by the Parks and Recreation Commission regarding family changing rooms. 
City Manager Schwerm noted that this discussion will be part of the Council’s review of the 
Capital Improvement Program at the next workshop meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION: by Councilmember Withhart, seconded by Councilmember Johnson to adjourn the 

meeting at 8:15 p.m. 
 
VOTE:   Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
Mayor Martin declared the meeting adjourned. 
 
THESE MINUTES APPROVED BY COUNCIL ON THE ___ DAY OF _____ 2014. 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Terry Schwerm 
City Manager 
 



SHOREVIEW ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

Meeting Minutes 
September 16, 2014 

ROLL CALL 

Chair Josh Wing called the meeting to order at 7:35 a.m. with the following members present: Sue 
Denkinger, Jim Gardner, Jason Schaller, Jeff Washburn and Jonathan Weinhagen. Member Dave 
Kroona had an excused absence.  Gene March was also not present at the start of the meeting. 

Also attending were Assistant City Manager/Community Development Director Tom Simonson, and 
Economic Development and Planning Technician Niki Hill. 

ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA 

Commissioner Weinhagen, seconded by Commissioner Denkinger, moved to accept the agenda, as 
presented. 

Vote:   6 AYES  0 NAYS 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Commissioner Washburn, seconded by Commissioner Denkinger, moved to approve the minutes of 
August 19, 2014. 

Vote:   6 AYES  0 NAYS  

Commissioner Marsh Arrived at 7:37 a.m. 

RECOGNITION OF GENE MARSH 

Simonson thanked Gene March for his time and service here in Shoreview on both the EDC and the 
EDA.  He has been a valued asset to both groups.  Gene stated that he has really enjoyed his time here in 
Shoreview and especially his work with the EDC.  The EDC thanked Gene for his service and 
contributions and wished him well on his move to Maple Grove. 

INFORMATION EXCHANGE 

A. MEMBER SHARING 

Chair Wing noted that they are starting to build the Applewood Pointe senior housing project now.  
There is also lots of interest in the Rainbow site and adding a grocery store back in the community.  
Chair Wing asked for an update from staff. 

Simonson stated that he has not heard anything new recently.  He has talked to Hy-Vee representatives 
on several occasions and they recently had corporate management visit the area from Des Moines look 
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at locations including the Shoreview Rainbow site.  The Highway 96 access is a concern, as they believe 
there is a need for better access from east-bound traffic. Hy-Vee would also need to acquire adjacent 
commercial properties, but they appear to still be interested.  Chair Wing commented that a much bigger 
footprint is needed and that’s a concern but the community would be happy to have them. 

B. STAFF INFORMATION  

EDC “On the Road” Business Meeting 

Simonson stated that Hummingbird Floral has been confirmed for the next “On the Road” EDC 
Business Meeting on October 21st. 

Raising Cane’s preliminary PUD application was approved at the City Council meeting last night.  They 
likely won’t begin construction until next March or April.   

GENERAL BUSINESS 

Applicant Interviews 

The Commission reviewed applications for filling two vacancies on the board due to the resignations of 
Dave Lukowitz and Gene Marsh, and conducted interviews with the following candidates: 

- Jim Zappia 

- Kirk VanBlaircom 

- Michael Tarvin 

At the conclusion of the interviews, the Commission discussed the qualities and experience of the 
applicants, noting that they all would be great additions to the group.   

Commissioner Marsh, seconded by Commissioner Weinhagen, moved to recommend Michael Tarvin 
and Kirk VanBlaircom to the City Council for appointment to the EDC to fill the two vacant positions. 

Vote:  7 AYES 0 NAYS 
 
OTHER DISCUSSION 

Small Business Workshop 

Member Weinhagen gave a quick update on the Small Business Workshop that will be hosted by the 
EDC and facilitated by a social media expert from Deluxe Corporation.  It will be on November 6th and 
the topic is Social Media and Marketing.  Member Gardner asked who we are inviting and how they will 
be invited.  Simonson stated that we will send out invitations to all businesses, as well as promoting the 
event in the next issue of the Business Matters newsletter and through press releases. He also noted that 
the EDC had discussed and agreed at the previous meeting to make some personal contacts, so staff will 
prepare a list of specific businesses to members to contact and invite to the workshop.  Chair Wing also 
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suggested that we make sure we have an exit survey. Member Weinhagen suggested that we also invite 
the Mayor and Chair Wing suggested we also invite County Commissioner Blake Huffman. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Weinhagen, seconded by Commissioner Marsh, moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:42 
a.m.  

Vote:  7 AYES 0 NAYS 
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SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING MINUTES 

September 23, 2014 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 
Chair Solomonson called the September 23, 2014 Shoreview Planning Commission meeting to 
order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The following Commissioners were present:  Chair Solomonson, Commissioners, Ferrington, 
Peterson, Schumer, and Thompson. 
 
Commissioners McCool and Proud were absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to approve the 
  September 23, 2014 Planning Commission meeting agenda as submitted. 
 
VOTE:    Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

The following corrections were noted to Roll Call:  Commissioner Proud should be listed as 
present, and Commissioner Thompson listed as absent.  
 

MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to approve the 
  August 26, 2014 Planning Commission meeting minutes, as corrected.  
 
VOTE:   Ayes -  5  Nays - 0  
 
REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 

 

The following applications were approved by the City Council as recommended by the Planning 
Commission: 
 

• Conditional Use Permit for Robert Hinz for a detached accessory structure of 280 square feet 
• PUD Development Stage Review for Raising Cane’s  
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NEW BUSINESS 

 

PUBLIC HEARING - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

FILE NO.:  2529-14-19 

APPLICANT: KYLE AND COLLEEN BAKER 

LOCATION:  1349 MEADOW AVENUE 

 

Presentation by Economic Development and Planning Tech Niki Hill 

 

This application requests permission to add a 2040 square foot attached garage with living space 
above on the south side of the home.  The property consists of more than 6.5 acres, but the 
square footage requested exceeds the maximum allowed by the City as a permitted right.  The 
property is zoned R1, Single Family Detached Residential with a lot width of 360 feet.  The 
existing house is 2,214 square feet with a tuck-under garage of 524 square feet.   
 
Properties that are larger than one acre in size are allowed accessory structures that exceed the 
maximum size with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  The buildable lot area must consist of one 
acre above the Ordinary High Water (OHW) mark; this property meets that standard with 1.5 
acres.  The house is located over 111 feet from the south lot line or rear property line.  The new 
addition would be 40 feet from the south property line.  The reason for the large garage is to 
store vehicles, hobby items and equipment needed to maintain the property.  The existing tuck-
under garage will be closed off and converted to living space.  The planned structure complies 
with all height, setback and design standards.  Although a few trees would be removed, the 
property is heavily wooded and there would still be a screening buffer.  Vegetation will be added 
with screening from all public streets.  Exterior materials of the new addition will match the 
existing home. 
 
Staff has requested the applicant minimize the appearance of the addition with design 
modifications that integrate the addition with the existing home.  Dormers were added to the roof 
line.  The third double size garage door was removed, and windows were added to soften the 
appearance.  A condition has also been attached to approval that would prohibit any commercial 
use of the addition. 
 
Notice of the public hearing was published and notice sent to property owners within 350 feet.  
Four comments have been received opposing the plan because of its size.  Neighbors also 
expressed concerns about the impact to property value, wildlife, noise, visibility and use of the 
structure.  As the proposal complies with Development Code standards and the use is consistent 
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan, staff is recommending approval. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked if the ratio of living space included the proposed conversion of 
the tuck-under garage.  Ms. Hill answered yes, and the 150 square foot addition of living space 
over the new garage makes the percentage of living space approximately 86%.  Commissioner 
Ferrington asked if the orientation of the driveway would be changed.  Ms. Hill stated that the 
driveway will be moved south.   
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Chair Solomonson asked if the old driveway would be removed.  Further, he asked if there is a 
possibility for this lot to be subdivided in the future.  Ms. Hill stated that subdivision would be 
difficult because of the minimum buildable area above the OHW of the wetland.  If the existing 
home were removed, it might be possible to subdivide.   
 
Chair Solomonson noted that the front lot line is on County Road J.  He asked if a property must 
have access from the public roadway considered to be the front of the property.  Ms. Hill 
explained that prior to subdivision, there was access off County Road J.  There are other 
properties in the City with access off other than road considered the front property line. 
 
City Attorney Kelly stated that proper notice has been given for the public hearing. 
 
Chair Solomonson opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Robert Thomas, 1375 Meadow Avenue, stated that he purchased 20 feet from this property 
in 1993.  At that time there was concern that selling those 20 feet would prevent further 
development.  This garage would be the largest in Shoreview.  The homes to the south are valued 
at $500,000 or more.  There is concern about property value.  When the leaves fall the house will 
be visible.  There is a large vehicle parked on the property now that is visible.  Wildlife--deer, 
fox--live in the area, and how will they be impacted?  Has the DNR been contacted to indicate 
what impact this will have on the wetland?  How will storm water be drained?  The addition 
could easily be built on the north side of the house toward County Road J.  There would be less 
impact to residents to the south.  Residents are concerned about the precedent that will be set.  
Will the addition be inspected to make sure there is no commercial activity?  Will the units 
above the garage be rented?  There will be a light in the living space above the garage that will 
always be shining.  He suggested Commissioners come and look at the property. 
 
Ms. Shelby Lui, 1347 Meadow Avenue, stated that she would like the opportunity to see the 
final plan before action is taken as well as the final driveway.  Since they share a driveway 
easement, she wants to know if there will be any impact. 
 
Ms. Mary Hagerman, 5964 Ridge Creek Road, referred to her letter listing her concerns.  She is 
particularly concerned about the visibility when the leaves fall.  The development by the water 
tower has displaced wildlife, and they have come to this area.  She worries that wildlife will be 
lost.  The size of the structure is bigger than most of surrounding homes with two stories.  An 
accessory structure with living space was not part of the notice she received.  The 10-foot 
driveway access is a concern regarding emergency vehicle access.  This proposal will be a 
negative visual impact.  The use of the space for auto hobbies will bring more noise.  They 
moved to this area for the peace and quiet. 
 
Mr. Wally Grivna, 5960 Ridge Creek Road, stated that the residents on this property are new, 
and he is concerned that when they bought the property, they knew it was too small and had a 
plan to add on.  An auto hobby use is of concern with multiple vehicles.  The driveway is a 
single driveway.    
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Mr. Kyle Baker, Applicant, responded to the issues presented.  He stated that the proposal does 
conform with all City standards and is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and land 
use designation.  This unit will be approximately 2000 square feet; the property is 350,000 
square feet.  It will be small on the property.  Deer come every day.  They do not go to the area 
where the proposed garage would be located because of the acidic soil.  Grass will not grow 
there.  The structure is not a pole barn and will not be used for any commercial purpose.  He tried 
contacting all property owners to the rear of his property and has offered them the opportunity to 
help choose a location where the tree coverage is thickest for screening.  No trees will be taken 
out.  There are approximately 15 evergreen trees.  If anything, there will be more planting and 
want to be sure neighbors are happy. 
 
Commissioner Thompson asked for more information on how the driveway would work.  
Pervious surface is not planned.  Additional tree coverage will be added.   
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked if the existing driveway will be removed.  Mr. Baker stated that 
he plans to keep it for any emergency vehicle.  She asked if the addition could be put on the 
north side.  Mr. Baker stated that it would then be in the front yard and too near the lot line.  
Also, it would not integrate well with the house.  Ms. Castle added that putting the addition on 
the north side would require a setback variance.  Also, the north side is at a lower elevation and 
may not meet code due to the floodplain. 
 
Commissioner Peterson asked if the addition could be perpendicular to the tuck-under garage.  
Mr. Baker stated that area is low and would not work well with the configuration of the house.    
 
Chair Solomonson asked the use for the structure.  Mr. Baker stated that the vehicle referred to 
that is parked on the lot is an 18-foot trailer used for additional storage space.  When the garage 
is built, it will not be stored but removed from the property. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to close the  
 public hearing. 
 
VOTE:   [There was no vote.] 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked how the living space will be used.  Ms. Castle responded that 
information was not necessary to the application.  Mr. Baker stated that at this time there are no 
plans for a specific use or to finish immediately, but it will add storage space to the home. 
 
Chair Solomonson asked the reason for the extra space needed.  Mr. Baker stated that the 
storage is needed for vehicles, yard equipment, bicycles, strollers and possibly a boat.  The plan 
is for no outside storage.  He has met with City staff for several months and has responded to 
every recommendation.   
 
Mr. Robert Thomas asked why the garage could not be scaled down.  The proposal is 
equivalent to an eight-car garage.   
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Chair Solomonson asked if the Fire Marshal needs to be contacted.  Ms. Castle stated that Fire 
Marshal found the driveway to be suitable when the new home was built on the minor 
subdivision.  Both properties are required to maintain the driveway.  Chair  Solomonson 
questioned whether the proposal meets all code criteria because of the size.   Ms. Castle 
explained that for properties of less than one acre, the maximum accessory structure square 
footage is 80% of the dwelling unit foundation area or 1000 square feet for a combined area of 
all accessory structures at 90% of the foundation area or 1200 square feet.  For properties larger 
than one acre, there are different standards with increased square footage for accessory structures  
under a CUP. 
 
Commissioner Peterson referred to policies in the Comprehensive Plan that relate to visual 
impact.  Ms. Castle stated that policy does relate to visual impact.  The CUP is a result of the size 
of the accessory structure.  The rear yard set back is 30 feet.  An addition could be built with that 
setback without a CUP.  Staff believes the screening is adequate, especially that the applicant is 
willing to add more screening. 
 
Chair Solomonson stated that the rear yard functions like a front yard.  It appears like a garage is 
being put in a front yard.  The size exceeds the spirit of the Code in allowing larger accessory 
structures.   
 
Commissioner Thompson stated that she supports the proposal because of the size of the lot.  
The fact that the applicant is willing to add to the landscaped screening already there will 
mitigate the visual impact.   
 
Commissioner Peterson stated that he is concerned about the height.  The existing house is less 
than 35 feet.  The accessory structure will be taller than the house making it a dominant.  Ms. 
Castle stated that as an attached accessory structure, the proposal does meet code.   
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that she, too, believes the garage is too large and would have 
liked to hear specifically how the living space would be used.  However, the plan meets all the 
CUP criteria so she feels her hands are tied regarding this vote. 
 
Commissioner Schumer stated that the applicant is well prepared and following the Code.  The 
structure is too big, but he has the right to build it because of the size of his property.  He feels he 
has to support the motion, although he sympathizes with the neighbors. 
 
City Attorney stated that the Ms. Castle and the applicant have laid out the code requirements for 
a CUP and why a CUP is necessary with this proposal. 
 
Commissioner Peterson stated that greater setbacks can be imposed to mitigate impact.  He 
suggested setbacks of 50 or 60 feet for the screening to be more effective. 
 
City Attorney Kelly stated that the required setbacks have already been established.  From a legal 
standpoint, he would have concerns about increasing the setbacks that make the current project 
not possible. 
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Ms. Castle stated that the 40 feet (30 feet is required) is based on the size of the structure.  It is 
difficult to know how increasing the setback when the structure is attached to the home would 
impact the design.  An increased setback can be conditioned to the Commission’s 
recommendation. 
 
Chair Solomonson stated that he cannot support the application.  The access is narrow.  It 
appears that the garage is in a front yard and the size is too big.  However, increased setbacks 
would force a reduction in size, if that is considered. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to recommend 
  the City Council approve the Conditional Use Permit submitted by Kyle and Colleen 
  Baker, 1349 Meadow Ave, to construct an attached accessory structure on their  
  property, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the 
application.  Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, 
will require review and approval by the Planning Commission. 

2. The exterior design, materials and finish of the structure shall be compatible with the 
dwelling.    

3. To mitigate the visual impact of the accessory structure addition, design features 
identified (use of dormers, living space addition, removal of the existing garage doors, 
use of windows) shall be used to integrate the accessory structure into the design of the 
dwelling.   

4. Additional screening and landscaping shall be installed and maintained on the east side of 
the property to mitigate impacts on the adjacent property. A landscape plan shall be 
submitted with the building permit application.   

5. The structure shall be setback a minimum of 40-feet from the south property line. 

6. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the structure.  

7. The structure shall not be used in any way for commercial purposes.  

8. The City reserves the right to inspect the property to verify compliance with the 
Conditional Use Permit and Development Code Requirements 

9. A tree protection and replacement plan shall be submitted with the building permit 
application.  Replacement of landmark trees is required at a 3:1 ratio.   
 

Said approval is based on the following findings of fact: 
 

1.  The proposed accessory structure will be maintain the residential use and character of the 
property and is therefore in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 
Development Ordinance. 

2. The primary use of the property will remain residential and is in harmony with the 
policies of the Comprehensive Guide Plan. 

3. The conditional use permit standards as detailed in the Development Ordinance for 
residential accessory are met. 

4. The structure and/or land use conform to the Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive 
Guide Plan and are compatible with the existing neighborhood. 
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Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Peterson offered an amendment to condition No. 5 to change the 40-foot setback 
to 60 feet.  Commissioner Ferrington seconded the amendment. 
 
Commissioner Schumer asked for City Attorney advice as to whether the Commission is getting 
too involved in changing the design with this amendment.  City Attorney Kelly responded that he 
would defer to the City Planner as to whether the amendment would change completely the 
design.  Ms. Castle stated that the setback would change the design and reduce the size of the 
structure to 40 feet.  She questioned the goal of the Commission as to reducing the size of the 
structure or trying to reduce visual impact.   
 
Commissioner Thompson then asked if staff is recommending the 40-foot setback.  Ms. Castle 
answered, yes. 
 
Chair Solomonson stated that he supports the amendment to provide a bigger buffer for 
neighbors. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated she favors the amendment which would still allow a garage of 
1320 square feet.  Additional buffer to neighbors will mitigate visual impact. 
 
VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT 
 
  Ayes - 4  Nays - 1 (Thompson) 
 
Commissioner Peterson offered an amendment to condition No. 4 to add “and south side” after 
“east side”.   Commissioner Ferrington seconded the amendment. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Chair Solomonson noted that he visited the property and there are a lot of trees on the south side.  
He questioned whether evergreens would grow there because of the thick canopy of deciduous 
trees. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that the amendment is consistent with the applicant’s plan to 
plant arborvitae. 
 
VOTE ON SECOND AMENDMENT 
 
  Ayes - 4  Nays - 1 (Thompson) 
 
VOTE ON MOTION WITH TWO AMENDMENTS 
 
  Ayes - 4  Nays - 1 (Thompson) 
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VARIANCE   

 

FILE NO.   2543-14-33 

APPLICANT:  LUCAS & AMANDA PETERSON  

LOCATION:  285 SNAIL LAKE ROAD  

 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 

 

The variance requested is to exceed the maximum area of 750 square feet permitted for a 
detached accessory structure.  The request is for a structure of 924 square feet.  The existing 
detached garage is 528 square feet and would be demolished due to its deterioration with an 
unstable roof and floor/foundation.  This garage is located behind the home with its doors 
oriented to the east. 
 
This property is a larger deeper lot of over one-half acre and zoned R1, Detached Residential.  
The property is developed with a two-story single-family home that has a foundation area of 
1,288 square feet.  The new garage would be oriented with the doors facing the south.  The peak 
height is 18 feet with an interior storage height of 6 feet above the main floor.  Construction 
would occur in two phases:  1) the concrete slab would be poured this fall; 2) the structure would 
be constructed in the spring of 2015. 
 
Detached accessory structures on parcels of less than one acre are allowed to be 75% of the 
dwelling unit or 750 square feet, whichever is less.  The maximum building height is 18 feet, and 
interior storage cannot exceed 6 feet in height above the main floor.   
 
The applicant states that practical difficulty is present due to the condition of the existing garage 
which is unusable.  Also, the size of the existing home restricts the size of the garage.  The new 
garage is 72% of the house; 75% is the maximum allowed.  It is intended for personal use. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed accessory structure complies with area to home ratio, height and 
design.  The variance is to exceed the allowed 750 square feet.  There are storage limitations in 
the home.  Staff believes the proposed size and location are reasonable.  The unique 
circumstances include:  1) age/size of existing home; 2) the low ceiling height in the basement; 
3)deteriorating condition of the existing garage; and 4) the large size of the property.    The 
proposed garage size is in scale with the property and home.  Housing styles in the neighborhood 
are varied with attached and detached garages.  Staff does not believe this proposal will impact 
the character of the neighborhood. 
 
Notices were sent to property owners within 150 feet.  Three comments of support were 
received.  Staff is recommending approval subject to the conditions listed in the staff report.   
 
Commissioners expressed their support for the proposal and commented that it will be an 
improvement to the property.  Neighbors have expressed very positive comments on the work 
the applicants have done. 
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MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Schumer to adopt the  
 attached Resolution 14-81, including findings of fact, permitting the construction  
 of 924 square foot detached accessory structure for Lucas and Amanda Peterson  
 on their property at 285 Snail Lake Road.  Said approval is subject to the  
 following conditions:   

 
1.  The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the 

Variance application.  Any significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City 
Planner, will require review and approval by the Planning Commission.    

2.  The exterior design and construction of the structure must comply with Section 205.082 
(5e), Exterior Design and Construction. 

3. Use of the accessory structure shall be for personal use only and no commercial use or 
commercial related storage is permitted. 

4.   Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a landscape plan shall be submitted identifying the 
landscape shrubbery along the east side of the garage. 

5.   This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work 
has not begun on the project. 

6.   This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a building 
permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be obtained before 
any construction activity begins 

 
Said approval is based on the following findings of fact: 
 
1. Reasonable Manner.  The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable 

manner not permitted by the Shoreview Development Regulations.  

 

The variance request to rebuild the detached garage at the proposed size and location represents a 
reasonable use of the property.  The garage will be used for storage of personal property.  Use of 
the existing home for storage is limited due to the low ceiling height in the basement.  Since the 
proposed square footage is 72% of the dwelling unit foundation area, the home will remain the 
primary use and feature of the property 
 
2. Unique Circumstances.  The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to 

the property not created by the property owner.  

 
Unique circumstances are present due to the age and size of the existing home, low ceiling height 
in the basement, deteriorating condition of the existing garage and larger size of the property.  
 
3. Character of Neighborhood.  The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character 

of the neighborhood. 

 

The variance will not alter the essential character of the existing neighborhood as properties on 
this portion of Snail Lake Road are ½ acre or larger and there is no defined neighborhood 
character as the single-family homes vary in age, style and design.  Attached and detached 
garages are present.  The replacement of the existing deteriorating garage with a new detached 
garage that is designed to match the home will improve the appearance of the property.  The size 
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of the proposed garage is in scale with the property and home and will not be a dominant feature 
or use of the property.   
 
VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
VARIANCE / MINOR SUBDIVISION  

FILE NO.:   2544-14-34  

APPLICANT: GREGORY LIVERMONT 

LOCATION:  4525 Rice Street 

 

Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick 

 

The proposed subdivision would create two lots.  Multi-family homes are to the north and west 
of the property with single-family residential to the south. 
 
The proposed division would be for detached single-family dwellings.  The south lot line 
abutting 4505 Rice Street would be adjusted to create Parcel C--8 feet by 200 feet to provide a 
buffer to the adjacent home which is near the property line.  A variance is required because 
proposed Parcel A on the west lacks frontage on a public road. 
 
In 2003, a concept PUD for townhouse development was withdrawn due to Planning 
Commission concerns about density, street placement and site configuration.  In 2005, the 
Planned Land Use in the Comprehensive Plan was revised from Medium Density to Low Density 
Residential.  In 2006, a Concept PUD was proposed with a public street along the south property 
line for four lots to be developed as detached single-family residential.  In 2007, the plat was 
revised to include 4521 Rice Street with six lots and a public street on the north boundary.  The 
final plat was approved but not recorded.  The two parcels at 4521 and 4525 went into 
foreclosure. 
 
The proposed subdivision is a flag lot with 56 feet of frontage on Rice Street.  There are water 
and sewer easements that cross the property north to south as well as road and utility easements 
over the south portion.  There is a pond on the southwest boundary.  The gross property area 
consists of 1.8 acres with approximately 1.6 acres net of the existing road easement.  The 
property is currently developed with a single-family home, detached garage, shed and drive.   
 
The property is zoned R1.  Properties to the south are also in the R1 District.  Tudor Oaks condos 
consisting of 5 buildings and 36 units are to the north, and to the northwest are the Tudor Oaks 
townhomes consisting of 9 quad buildings and 36 units.  Immediately to the west is the Paulsen 
Addition twin homes.  Across Rice Street to the east is the City of Vadnais Heights drive access 
to Sucker Lake Park.   
 
The subject property sits at a lower grade elevation than the properties to the north, and west.  
Tudor Oaks condos are approximately 12 feet above the grade of 4525 Rice Street.  The subject 
property is flat, sloping towards the south where the pond is located.  Storm pipes drain runoff 
from Galtier Street and Galtier Place to the pond. 
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Staff has reviewed the application according to subdivision and zoning standards, which require:  
1) a minimum 30-foot public road frontage; 2) municipal water and sewer provided to each lot; 
and 3) drainage and utility easements, including a wetland buffer as required by the Public 
Works Director.   
 
Key lots are discouraged, when a side lot line abuts a rear lot line of an adjacent property.  Key 
lots are not prohibited but require an additional 15 feet of lot width or depth, as applicable.  The 
side setback for a key lot is 20 feet, and the City reserves the right to increase that setback during 
the review process.  The R1 District requires a minimum lot width of 75 feet and minimum lot 
depth of 125 feet with minimum lot area of 10,000 square feet.  The front setback is 25 to 35 
feet; the rear setback 30 feet and side setback 10 feet for the dwelling and 5 feet for accessory 
structures, except for key lots where the side setback must be at least 20 feet.   
 
Currently, the entire property is a key lot with its side lot line abutting a rear lot lines on adjacent 
lots on the north and east.  Parcel A is a key lot with the side lot line abutting the rear lot line of 
the property to the north.   The division of Parcel A does not change to the existing lot line 
configurations.  Each proposed parcel exceeds minimum standards.  New service stubs for water 
and sewer will be necessary for Parcel A, and a private utility easement is necessary for the 
future house on Parcel A because it will cross Parcel B.  Access is from Rice Street with a shared 
driveway for Parcels A and B.  A private easement and maintenance agreement are required for 
the shared driveway.  The driveway must have a minimum 12-foot width and 13-foot height 
clearance for emergency vehicles.   
 
The property is wooded with mature trees.  Removal of landmark trees requires a replacement 
ratio of 2:1 for Parcel A and 3:1 for Parcel B.  Grading plans must be submitted with the building 
permit applications.  Drainage will follow the existing topography and flow to the existing pond.   
 
A variance is needed to create Parcel A because it lacks frontage on a public street.  Staff finds 
the subdivision reasonable because of the existing public easements, the area size and 
configuration of the existing lot and the history of previous City actions regarding this property.  
Unique circumstances include the lot configuration and topography.  The property is a flag lot 
with 60 feet of frontage on a public street.  A public street is not warranted to serve just these 
two lots.  The neighborhood consists of residential of varying densities.  Approving the variance 
will not impact the character of the neighborhood. 
 
Notices were sent to property owners within 350 feet of the subject property.  Three comments 
were received expressing concern about the loss of mature trees.  Ramsey Washington Metro 
Watershed District has indicated that the 16.5 foot wetland buffer is acceptable and no permit is 
required.  Ramsey County Public Works has stated that the existing half width of right-of-way on 
Rice Street must be increased to 50 feet to comply with the County Plan.  Lake Johanna Fire 
Department has no concerns regarding provision of fire protection. 
 
Staff is recommending the Planning Commission adopt the resolution to approve the variance 
and recommend approval of the subdivision to the City Council with the conditions listed in the 
staff report. 
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Commissioner Ferrington asked how the driveway will access Parcel A while maintaining a 
wetland buffer.  Mr. Warwick stated the driveway will come in from the south and skirt the 
buffer.  The structures on Parcel B will be removed and a new home will be built. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked if there are any drainage issues.  Mr. Warwick stated that there 
are two discharge pipes to the pond. No problems have occurred. 
 
Chair Solomonson asked how the water drains from the pond off the property.  Mr. Warwick 
stated that there is a system that drains eventually to Sucker Lake. 
 
Chair Solomonson opened the discussion to public comment. 
 
Ms. Lucy Meyer, 4185 Rice Street, stated that her concern is runoff from this property with the 
way the driveway is configured and how much water will be runoff.  The pond has become 
swampy, and drainage has deteriorated through the years.  However, this plan is better than the 
multi-unit plan that was presented several years ago.   
 
Mr. Robert Pate and Kate Zacher Pate, 4505 Rice Street, stated that from previous plans 
proposed for this property, this one is by far the best.  They support this application.  Drainage 
has not been an issue.  The pond has had sedimentation and is not as deep as it used to be. Mrs. 

Pate added that they support Parcel C that allows them to extend their side lot line.  This was not 
presented in earlier proposals.  The applicants are being very cautious regarding environmental 
impact, which is important to them.  If there is a way to make the pond healthier, that would be 
welcomed by the residents. 
 
Mr. Greg Livermont and Mr. Troy Wangler, Applicants, stated that they are two families who 
see this as an opportunity to build homes on beautiful property.  They intend to keep the woods 
as much as possible and have as little impact as possible with developing the property.  The trees 
around the perimeter of the property will not be removed. 
 
Chair Solomonson asked if there are any concerns about the tightness between the wetland buffer 
and driveway.  Mr. Livermont responded that if the 25-foot buffer had been imposed, they 
would have had to adjust the driveway, but with the approved 16.5-foot buffer there is plenty of 
room for an adequate driveway that meets Fire Code. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to adopt  
 Resolution No. 14-82 approving the variance to create a lot without frontage on a  
 public street, and to recommend the City Council approve the minor subdivision  
 request submitted by Greg Livermont to divide the property at 4525 Rice Street  
 into two parcels for single-family residential, subject to the following conditions:.   
 
Variance 

 
1. The approval is subject to approval of the Minor Subdivision application by the City Council. 
2. This approval will expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with 

Ramsey County. 
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3. The approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.  
 

Minor Subdivision  

 
1.  The minor subdivision shall be in accordance with the plans submitted, prepared by Alliant 

Engineering dated September 9, 2014. 
2.  The applicant shall pay a Public Recreation Use Dedication fee as required by Section 

204.020 of the Development Regulations before the City will endorse deeds for recording.  
The fee will be 4% of the fair market value of the property, with credit given for the existing 
residence. 

3.  Public easements for Rice Street (an added 10-feet), drainage and utility, and a 16.5 foot 
wetland buffer shall be conveyed to the City as required by the Public Works Director.  The 
applicant shall be responsible for providing legal descriptions for all required easements.  
Easements shall be conveyed before the City will endorse deeds for recording.  

4.  Municipal water and sanitary sewer service shall be provided to both lots. Private easements 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney prior to recording.  The private utility 
easements shall be conveyed prior to issuance of a building permit by the City.  

5.   Any work in the Rice Street right-of-way is subject to the permitting requirements of Ramsey 
County.  

6.   Parcel C shall be conveyed only to the owner of the property located at 4505 Rice Street, and 
shall be combined with the existing parcel for tax purposes. 

7.   The applicants shall enter into a Development Agreement with the City.  This agreement 
shall be executed prior to the City’s release of the deeds for recording. 

8.   The garage shall be removed prior to the City endorsing the Deed for Parcel B or as 
addressed in the Development Agreement to ensure removal.  

9.   A tree protection plan shall be submitted prior to issuance of a building permit (including the 
demolition permit).  The approved plan shall be implemented prior to the commencement of 
work on the property and maintained during the period of construction.  The protection plan 
shall include wood chips and protective fencing at the drip line of the retained trees. 

10.An erosion control plan shall be submitted with the building permit application for each 
parcel and implemented during the construction of the new residence.   

11.A final site-grading and drainage plan shall be submitted and approved by the City Engineer 
prior to issuance of a building permit.  

12.Tree removal requires replacement trees per City Code.  City requirements for the tree 
removal and protection plan shall be detailed in the Development Agreement. 

13.The driveway shall be developed with a minimum 12-foot width and 13-foot height clearance. 
14.This approval shall expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with 

Ramsey County. 
 
This motion is based on the following findings: 
 
Variance 

1. The proposal is reasonable due to the size of the property and small, narrow frontage on a 
public road. Both of the proposed parcels exceed the dimensional standards required for lots 
in the R-1, Detached Residential District, and provide buildable areas sufficient for 
construction of a new house on each resulting lot. 
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2. Practical difficulty is due to the existing lot configuration and situation.  The lot is a flag lot, 
with the large portion of the lot situated behind an adjoining lot. The existing frontage 
provides space only for access to the property.   Surrounding properties are all developed, and 
so a public street would serve only the two parcels here, and would not connect with other 
portions of the City street system. 

3. The area is currently a mix of high-, medium-, and low-density  residential developments.  
Increasing the intensity of development on the subject property should not alter the character 
of the existing neighborhood. 

 
Minor Subdivision 

1. The subdivision is consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan and in compliance 
with the regulations of the Development Code. 

2. The proposed lots conform to the adopted City standards for the R-1 District. 
 
VOTE:     Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 

 
 

MISCELLANEIOUS 
 
City Council Assignments 
Commissioners Peterson and McCool are scheduled to respectively attend the October 6th and 
October 20th City Council meetings. 
 

November/December Meeting Schedule 

It was the consensus of the Commission to schedule one meeting for November and December 
on December 16, 2014.  The next application deadline is October 27, 2014.  Staff can report to 
the Commission at its October 28th meeting whether or not two meetings will be needed. 
 

Planning Commission Workshops 

The Planning Commission held a workshop session immediately prior to this meeting.  No 
further workshops are planned until January. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
MOTION: by Commissioner Schumer, seconded by Commissioner Thompson to adjourn the 
  meeting at 9:31 p.m. 
 
VOTE:    Ayes - 6  Nays - 0 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Castle 
City Planner 
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SHOREVIEW ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 
MEETING MINUTES 

October 6, 2014 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
President Ben Withhart called the meeting to order on October 6, 2014, at 5:00 p.m, and welcomed 
new Board Member Shelly Myrland to the EDA. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The following members were present:  President Ben Withhart and Board Members Sue Denkinger, 
Emy Johnson, Shelly Myrland and Terry Quigley. 
 
Also attending this meeting: 
Tom Simonson Assistant City Manager and Community Development Director 
Niki Hill  Economic Development and Planning Technician 
Kirstin Barsness  Barsness Consulting Services 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
MOTION: by Johnson, seconded by Quigley to approve the October 6, 2014 agenda, as  
  submitted. 
 
  VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
MOTION: by Quigley, seconded by Johnson to approve the September 2, 2014 meeting  
  minutes, as submitted. 
 
  VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0  
 
FINANCES AND BUDGET 
 
Monthly Financial Reports/Approval Claims and Purchases 
 
Simonson referred Board members to the three fund report summaries:  Fund 307, Home Improvement 
Loans; Fund 240, EDA; and Fund 241, HRA.  There are no significant items to report and all funds are 
tracking at appropriate levels.  
 
Withhart noted that use of the home loan program is close to 50% of available funds.  He asked if 
there is a point at which the City should consider slowing further loans, or if more money should be 
added to expand the program to allow updates to homes to make them more salable.  Simonson stated 
that the EDA has discussed reviewing this program and possibly using a different mechanism to help 
residents because economic circumstances have changed that initiated the original loan program.  



 

2 

There are 16 loans that are being repaid, but there has not been recent activity on new applications 
even though the City has made several attempts to promote the program. Simonson added that the 
EDA may recall the program was created during the height of the housing crisis where many 
homeowners had poor loan to value ratios and could not secure equity loans for improvements. The 
program was designed to assist with that gap financing but does not offer lower interest incentives to 
residents. There may be other approaches the EDA may wish to explore that would better encourage 
residents to reinvest in older properties and attract new young families to the community. 
 
Quigley stated that this is still a nice tool to have in place for those who may need it. 
 
Johnson asked for further clarification on the $1000 payment for a hoarding item.  Simonson 
responded that pursuant to the adopted policies of the Hoarding Response Plan, the City may provide 
up to $1000 to an individual in hoarding circumstances to avoid court proceedings and if the recipient 
meets certain criteria such as financial need.  The money is for items such as emergency housing if the 
home is declared uninhabitable by the Fire Department, or clean-up/disposal services.  The 
homeowner also agrees to participate in counseling and consents to an assessment of other costs.  
 
MOTION: by Quigley, seconded by Johnson, to accept the monthly EDA Financial Reports  
  through August 31, 2014, and approve the payment of claims and purchases as  
  follows: 
 
1. Community Reinvestment Fund (15 Loans/Monthly Service Fee)   $90.00     Fund 307 
 (Paid 8/28/2014) 
2. Leann Chin (EDA Meeting Supplies)                    $58.05     Fund 240 
 (Date Paid 7/31/2014) 
3. Barsness, Kirstin (EDA Consulting July 2014)               $1,662.50  Fund 240 
 (Date Paid: 8/42014) 
4. Association Maintenance (Cleanup/Maintenance at 3339  $102.00     Fund 240 
 Victoria) (Date Paid:  8/4/2014) 
5. Greater MSP (Salesforce.com subscription)    $400.00     Fund 240 
 (Date Paid:  8/21/2014) 
6. Panino’s (EDA Meeting Supplies)     $136.17     Fund 240 
 (Date Paid:  8/28/2014) 
7. Domestic Engineering, Inc. (4137 Nancy Pl./Hoarding Cleanup $1000.00   Fund 240 
 (Date Paid: 7/10/2014)  
 
   VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
SPECIAL TIF AUTHORITY – ESTABLISHMENT OF BRE FUND  
 
Simonson reported that there are two parts to the pilot program Shoreview received with the special 
TIF authority granted by the Legislature last session.  The first is that Shoreview is allowed to create 
three Special Economic Development Districts for an extended period of 12 years rather than the 
maximum of 8 years in order to support business retention, expansion and job creation.  The second 
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part is being allowed to create a special Business Retention and Expansion Fund (BRE Fund) from 
existing and future resources to assist local businesses with expansion needs through grants and loans 
to create quality jobs.  The BRE Fund can be fed by putting 20% of increment from the three special 
districts into the BRE Fund.  Also, existing unobligated funds can be transferred into the BRE Fund.  
Financial aid from the BRE Fund will be directly correlated to job creation.  This pilot program runs 
for five years.  There are unobligated funds in TIF District No. 1.  It was the consensus of the Board to 
use TIF District No. 1 funds both to help establish the BRE Fund but also to retain a balance because 
TIF District No. 1 funds can be used under pre-1990 rules for broader purposes than the BRE Fund. 
On the other hand, a BRE Fund could provide business loans through a revolving fund program, which 
is not allowed through a TIF program. He noted that the City adopted a business loan policy under the 
“Advantage Shoreview Business Partnership Loan Program” several years ago as a quick response to 
temporary special authority given to cities to stimulate job growth.  Staff anticipates updating and 
amending those guidelines to use for the new BRE Fund. 
 
Simonson said that staff is seeking discussion and direction from the EDA before moving forward 
with policy development because the level of funding will directly correspond to the guidelines of 
business loan program.  
 
Simonson noted that there is a question as to whether TIF District No. 1 expires in 2014 or 2016.  Staff 
met recently with Ramsey County officials to present a case for expiration being 2016.  He said that 
while working with House Research staff at the Legislature, there records from the State Auditor 
suggested the 2016 expiration date. In reviewing the history of TIF District No. 1, the records show 
the City was able to collect only a very small amount the first two years of the District.  Those small 
increments were likely from increase values of surrounding properties of the Deluxe Corporation site 
that were included within the district boundaries. However, the full revenue stream projected and 
anticipated doesn’t appear until the third year of the district, when the first Deluxe building comes on 
the tax rolls. 
 
State law was eventually changed to allow when cities designate the start of the certification and 
collection of a tax increment district to avoid these small partial revenues impacting the life of the 
district. However, this was not the rule back in the late 1980s when TIF District No. 1 was created. 
 
The two-year expiration difference would be significant in providing nearly $1 million each year from 
TIF District No. 1, towards seeding the BRE Fund.  Barsness explained that the statute appears to give 
authority to Ramsey County administratively to make this decision.  Simonson added that he expects 
to hear a decision within the next couple of weeks.   
 
Withhart asked if money put in the BRE Fund could be transferred back to the TIF Fund.  Barsness 
responded that would not be allowed. 
 
Withhart questioned whether putting funds in the BRE Fund creates restrictions and less flexibility.  
Barsness stated that it is up to the Board to determine whether it would be better to create a special TIF 
District rather than using the BRE Fund for a TIF eligible activity.  Simonson stated that there is 
flexibility in the pre-1990 rules that does not exist under the BRE Fund.  However, the pre-1990 rules 
do not allow business loans that can be done through the BRE Fund. Simonson said one of the 
strategies that has been identified by the EDA is to maximize the leveraging of public funds to support 
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business retention and expansion, so that would mean the City would first explore the creation of a 
new tax increment district in support of a specific project to preserve other funds for projects that may 
not qualify as a new district. 
 
Quigley suggested that funding the BRE might back the City into a corner.  When funds are needed, 
they are tied up in the BRE Fund and are not available for other purposes. 
 
Myrland asked the advantage for a company to borrow from the City rather than a bank.  Barsness 
explained that municipalities are looked at as a gap financier.  Usually businesses have bank loans, but 
there is a gap.  Then businesses will often turn to the municipality for aid.  The BRE Fund could fund 
that gap. Simonson added that the intent would not be for the City to compete with banks, but take a 
lower position and rely on the bank for the qualifying and due diligence.  The City would simply be an 
added support that could be the difference in an expansion project going forward. 
 
DISCUSSION OF BRE REDEVELOPMENT/PROPERTY AVAILABILITY STUDY 
 
Simonson stated when HED Cycling was recently looking for space they found that the buildings 
available in Shoreview are of the 1970s design with shorter ceilings and no special flooring or high 
end power facilities.  This is another component that should be explored as part of the work plan study 
to develop a strategy for linking the BRE program goals to available properties and targeted 
redevelopment areas. Staff reviewed available redevelopment space in the City: 
 
Highway 96 Corridor:  Highway 96 between the Commons and Shoreview Mall is planned for 
redevelopment of a Town Center that would fit better with the Commons civic campus.  However, 
there are BRE companies in this area, such as Westinghouse and PaR Nuclear.  An updated Town 
Center plan shows support for an expansion of Westinghouse.  
 
Rice Creek Corporate Park is almost fully developed, except the 18-acre site held by Children’s 
Hospital.  This site has been identified as a possible office headquarters location.   
 
Shoreview Corporate Center on County Road F has three buildings fully occupied.  The 1005 
Gramsie building is vacant with approximately 160,000 square feet but has many condition issues.  
The 4000 Lexington building has 90,000 square feet.  CBRE is working with AllyFinancial to relocate 
in this building and use 60,000 square feet.  If successful, this would bring several hundred employees 
from Wichita, Tampa, Roseville and Bloomington.  This building lacks sufficient parking area, and the 
City has agreed to allow employee permit parking on Chatsworth Street, which is not used for parking 
other than serving the business park.   
 
Withhart asked if this area would benefit from a parking ramp.  Simonson responded that a new TIF 
District in this location has been discussed, but would require bringing in a quality end user and major 
employment.  Redeveloping the building or buildings could then provide TIF funding which could be 
used for a parking ramp. Parking structures are very expensive but may be critical to the future of this 
important business campus. 
 
I-694 Corridor:  The Cardigan Road area is fully maximized.  The Deluxe Corporation campus has 
vacant property, but they appear to have no plans to develop. There is redevelopment opportunity is in 
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a small area that is now a mixture of new and old buildings and residential use.  It would mean 
relocating existing businesses and acquiring property.  
 
Withhart noted that Deluxe had planned to build a third building, which has not happened.  He asked if 
there has been discussion for another party to build a building at that location.  Simonson stated that 
there were two more buildings in their original master plan.  At this time Deluxe has no interest in 
selling the property.   
 
Withhart asked if the BRE Fund could be used to assemble some of these properties for 
redevelopment.  Simonson answered that may be possible, but a new TIF District could also be formed 
for redevelopment.   
 
Quigley stated that the EDA needs to establish criteria for retention, such as size, number of 
employees, footprint.  Simonson agreed that having a strategic plan and criteria will be important in 
the future as we face more challenges in retaining and growing our key businesses. 
 
Simonson noted that Ramsey County is becoming more active with development, which could fit City 
goals.  Options could be offered in Shoreview, but if those options are not viable for the company, the 
City could work more closely with the County to offer other properties that serve this area, such as the 
TCAAP property.  The TCAAP implementation will also need to be factored into Shoreview’s 
redevelopment and BRE goals as it will compete on some level but ultimately bring more employees 
and residents to the area which would be a positive. 
 
UPDATES AND REPORTS 
 
Rainbow Foods Property 
Simonson stated that the owners of the Rainbow site continue to have discussions with HyVee.  City 
staff has also had several conversations with HyVee officials. The issue is not being able to build a 
large enough building, and placement of the building on the site is not ideal.  Other issues include 
acquiring the gas station for HyVee gas service; better access from Highway 96; and the price for the 
property.   
 
The City has indicated support for HyVee.  The City has about $400,000 in this district fund that could 
be used for this project.  The site may also possibly qualify as a new renewal TIF District.   
 
Withhart asked if the $400,000 in the current TIF District can be used if a new TIF District is created. 
Simonson answered, yes. 
 
Quigley noted a number of different services that HyVee offers, such as restaurant, bar, as well as 
grocery.  He asked if there would be an issue with acquiring the car wash.  Simonson stated that the 
car wash is owned by a consortium in Arizona, which could make negotiations more difficult than 
having a local owner. 
 
Johnson asked if there is a timeline for development.  The longer the property sits empty the more risk 
there is for vandalism.  Simonson stated that the property owner is primarily dealing with HyVee and 
may not pursue other avenues until that negotiation plays out. The property owner Sidal Realty did 
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indicate they were interested in selling the property as they primarily focus on residential properties 
and apartment management. 
 
Economic Development Commission (EDC) 
The Business Matters Newsletter will go out within the next week.  The first company to be 
spotlighted is Promet International.  Economic Gardening is promoted in the newsletter.  Also, the 
newsletter announces a Small Business Workshop on Social Media and Marketing hosted by the EDC 
on November 6, 7:30 to 9:00, at the Community Center.  A letter will be sent out as well as EDC 
members contacting businesses to promote attendance.  
 
Raising Cane’s 
Simonson reported that approval is expected by the City Council at this evening’s meeting.   
 
The next EDA meeting will be Monday, November 3, 2014. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION: by Johnson, seconded by Denkinger to adjourn the meeting at 6:32 p.m. 
 

VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nays - 0 
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