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REGULAR MEETING
OF THE
VADNAIS HEIGHTS PLANNING COMMISSION
MAY 22, 2018
OPEN MEETING
Chairperson Joseph Stumph called the Regular Meeting of the Vadnais Heights Planning
Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. on May 22, 2018.
ROLL CALL
Joseph Stumph, Chairperson
Dave Anderson
Linda Bigelbach
Edward Caillier
Brian Carnes
Evan Cordes
Martin Jokinen
Curt Cooper, First Alternate
Jerry Moynagh, Second Alternate

Present
Absent
Absent
Present
Absent
Absent
Present
Present
Present

Also present: Nolan Wall, Planning/Community Development Director; Jeff Melcoch,
Cable Producer; Mary Matze, Consulting Planner, Landform; Alex Conzemius,
Comprehensive Planning Consultant, Bolton & Menk.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Upon motion by Commissioner Jokinen, seconded by Commissioner Cooper, it was
“RESOLVED, to approve the May 22, 2018, Regular Meeting Agenda.”
Ayes – 5

Nays – 0

The motion carried.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Upon motion by Commissioner Jokinen, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, it was
“RESOLVED, to approve the minutes of the April 24, 2018, Regular Meeting.”
Ayes – 5
The motion carried.

Nays – 0
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OPEN TO THE PUBLIC
Chairperson Stumph opened the floor to the public at 7:02 p.m. for questions and comments
on items not on the agenda.
No one wished to address the Commission, Chairperson Stumph closed the meeting to the
public at 7:02 p.m.
PUBLIC HEARINGS
A.

Case 18-006: WD Partners. Conditional Use Permit Amendment and Site Plan
Review at 850 County Road E (Walmart)

Planning/Community Development Director Wall introduced Mary Matze, Consulting
Planner with Landform, to present the item.
Consulting Planner Matze described this item and provided a presentation with background
information. She said the Walmart RE Trust is proposing to install an accessory parking
area with a canopy that would allow customers that order goods online, to schedule a pickup time and to receive their order from an associate who will bring the purchase to their
vehicle. The existing Walmart store received approvals for a Special Use Permit and Site
Plan in December 1991 and was constructed soon after. Since that time, Walmart has
amended its Special Use Permit to accommodate changes in the market. These changes
include tire, battery, and oil car maintenance facility expansion, garden center expansion,
drive-thru pharmacy expansion, and additional small-vendor retailers within the store.
Consulting Planner Matze said the subject property is guided as “Vadnais Center” in the
current Comprehensive Plan, the proposed conditional use is permitted within the
applicable zoning district and is consistent with the goals and objectives in the
Comprehensive Plan to continue the growth and enhancement of Vadnais Center as an
attractive, multiple-use economic and civic hub of the community (LU-32). She said the
Vadnais City Center Plan was originally adopted in 1988 and contained the guiding goals
and objectives for the center of the City and included a number of development options
and “Preferred Land Use Plan.” She stated that a task force developed a report in 2000 that
produced a number of City Code amendments and adopted implementation measures, the
most recent of which occurred in 2006. Consulting Planner Matze reviewed the proposed
development is consistent with the outlined goals and objectives in the plan and said a sign
permit would be required for directional signage Walmart is proposing to be installed on
the canopy, a development agreement amendment created, and final grading and drainage
plans would be reviewed as part of the building permit. She stated that staff recommends
approval of the Conditional Use Permit Amendment and Site Plan Amendment at 850
County Road E (Walmart) request, based on the findings of fact, with conditions.
Commissioner Moynagh asked for further information regarding the delivery door.
Consulting Planner Matze explained the delivery door would be a standard door and
painted orange along with the pavement paintings and that it will face the large fence and
not be seen from the road.
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Commissioner Moynagh commented that the south end of the building and proposed door
would be seen from the road going into the site. Consulting Planner Matze said the intent
was to clearly mark the area for people picking up orders and that the canopy was consistent
with development and would cover the entryway and door.

137
138
139

“RESOLVED, to recommend approval of the proposed Conditional Use Permit
Amendment and Site Plan Review at 850 County Road E (Walmart) requests, as
presented by staff, based on the following findings of fact:

140
141
142

1. The proposed use is permitted within the City Center District, and consistent with
the goals and policies of the Comprehensive and City Center Plans.

Brian Lorenz, Walmart, said they had no issues with the outlined conditions and stated the
orange door would be shaded from the canopy and not visible, adding the color is necessary
to help clearly identify the pick-up location.
Chairperson Stumph opened the public hearing at 7:10 p.m. for comments on the Walmart
proposal.
No one wished to address the Commission, Chairperson Stumph closed the public hearing
at 7:10 p.m.
Commissioner Moynagh shared his appreciation for Walmart in the community but said
he was in favor of the door matching the rest of the materials so there was consistency on
the colors of the door as well as the canopy.
Chairperson Stumph said he understood the need to identify the door with a different color
and that the canopy is a compromise since it was shield the door. He said the color was
necessary for this activity and said he had no issue with the proposed color.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said staff negotiated colors with the
applicant and noted the landscape replacement was at a 1:1 ratio and have improved the
parking area and landscape islands at the end of the lanes. He said this was clearly an
improvement for the site and while staff pushed back on orange branding for other items,
but with this proposal staff felt this was enough of a compromise as the door was in a less
visible location and included minimal branding compared to the remainder of the site.
Commissioner Moynagh asked for clarification if the door would be seen from the road in
between the medical facility and Walmart. Mr. Lorenz said the door should not be visible
from off-site.
Commissioner Cooper said he understood the need for pull-up recognition similar to
Target’s pick-up area and was comfortable with the proposal.
Commissioner Moynagh agreed he was accepting of the proposal.
Upon motion by Commissioner Cooper, seconded by Commissioner Jokinen, it was
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Subject to the following conditions:
A Development Agreement shall be entered into by the applicant and all others
with interests in the subject property, with the City, to be filed at the applicant’s
cost, with the offices of the Ramsey County Recorder and/or Register of Titles,
prior to issuance of a Building Permit.
Color and architectural treatments on the canopy and new entry shall be consistent
with approved plans. No other color changes have been reviewed or approved as
part of this application.
A Building Permit shall be submitted for administrative review/approval, prior to
commencement of any construction activities on the subject property.
No signage has been approved as part of the proposed requests in this case. All
proposed signage must comply with the applicable sign standards of Chapter 24
and additional standards in Chapter 18 of the City Code. A Sign Permit(s) shall be
submitted for administrative review/approval, prior to any signage being installed
on the subject property.
Ayes – 5

Nays – 0

The motion carried.
Chairperson Stumph noted the Council would consider this request at their June 5, 2018,
Council meeting.
B.

Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update

Planning/Community Development Director Wall described this item and provided a
presentation with background information stating staff recommends the City Council
authorize distribution of the draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update to affected
jurisdictions and submission to the Metropolitan Council. He reviewed the request stating
State Statute requires that the City conduct a public hearing prior to submitting the draft
Plan to the Metropolitan Council for review. According to the City Code, public hearings
concerning Comprehensive Plan Amendments are held before the Planning Commission,
however, in order to promote transparency and awareness of this important process,
another public hearing is also scheduled before the City Council.
He explained State law requires all cities, townships and counties in the seven-county
metropolitan area update their Comprehensive Plans at least every ten years and that local
plans must align with the Metropolitan Council’s regional system plans related to
highways, transit, airports, wastewater services, parks and open space. He said an updated
plan must be submitted for Council review by December 31, 2018. He said that the City
began the comprehensive planning process in the spring of 2017 and contracted with
Bolton & Menk, Inc. to provide consulting services to prepare portions of the Plan.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall reviewed that the draft Plan contains
elements reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council over the last year and
includes Land Use, Water Resources, Housing, Transportation, Parks and Trails,
Implementation, and Economic Competitiveness. He explained that the planning process
included public engagement efforts to promote awareness and solicit feedback on the future
4
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of the community and included two open houses, a project website, paper and online
surveys, and attendance at several community events including a waffle breakfast,
Northeast Metro Expo, Heritage Days, and others. He said staff received an overwhelming
response from the public on the importance of maintaining and expanding off-street trails
in the community and that many ideas centered on this existing asset and opportunities for
improvement and were encompassed in the draft Plan. He noted that overall, the response
was positive concerning the outlook for the future of the community and as a result no
major revisions were being proposed to the Plan. He stated upon adoption of the draft Plan
by the City Council, the process requires that affected jurisdictions be provided up to six
months to review and comment before submission to the Metropolitan Council. Wall said
assuming the draft Plan is distributed for review before July 1, the City does not anticipate
any issues meeting the December 31 submittal deadline.
Planning/Community Development Director reviewed the surrounding affected
jurisdictions and outlined what a Comprehensive Plan did. He reviewed the process with
the Metropolitan Council and said regional planning requires collaboration and outlines
how wastewater services, parks, housing, and other elements are provided and explained
the need to ensure that the City’s Plan is consistent with regional plans. He said Vadnais
Heights is a suburban community and stressed the importance of land use in relation to
economic competitiveness, transportation, and water resources including supplying surface
water and wastewater implementation.
Comprehensive Planning Consultant Conzemius explained how the City was asked to
make land use decisions based on forecasts of population, households and employment.
He reviewed the City’s background data and shared that they are seeing a significant
increase in employment in the City. He reviewed community designation, population, age
distribution, race/ethnicity, income and employment and outlined significant areas of
wetlands, overlay district and undeveloped land into perpetuity. He said housing is a
predominate land use in the City and reviewed existing housing conditions, projected
housing needs, and a housing implementation plan. Conzemius noted that parks and trails
solicited the largest input during public engagement and reviewed regional corridors and
community recreational facilities.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said the City has a robust park and trail
system already but adding in the regional system it is a wonderful amenity to the
community and the Plan helps define how we can build on that asset to make it an even
greater attraction in the City. He reviewed the regional corridors and outlined the inventory
of existing and proposed future trail connections based on discussions with Council,
Commissions, and community members, noting that the City currently lacks north/south
connections and needs a trail on the south side of Vadnais Lake along Vadnais Boulevard
that would take coordination and cooperation with Ramsey County. The County has
indicated that they are willing to look at this trail connection in the future.
Conzemius reviewed the importance of economic competitiveness which is likely
considered an optional element of the Plan. City Council and staff feel it’s important to
emphasize the economic competitiveness. The Plan identifies existing conditions in the
community today and areas of commercial and industrial employment in the land use
categories.
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Planning/Community Development Director Wall highlighted the mix of employment
opportunities which includes a large percentage of manufacturing in the City which is
good, adding that the Vadnais Heights Economic Commission helps promotes City
businesses.
Conzemius reviewed the transportation section of the Plan that includes existing
conditions, roadway system, transit, bikes/pedestrians, autonomous vehicles, aviation,
freight, and a healthy environment. In this section of the Plan, they have identified limited
connections that could be made and may be desired to be made in the future. He said that
the Plan also includes an analysis on autonomous vehicles and freight movement.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall reviewed water resources including
public water supply, surface water and wastewater management. He said the City
recognizes the balance of water resources and constraints with future development. The
City also has another document that is prepared at least every 5 or 10 years on the surface
water management plan that works with our watershed and engineering department. This
plan is included in the draft Plan.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall reviewed the Plan’s implementation
program, official controls, housing implementation plan, capital improvements plan, and
shared an implementation matrix that identified policies contained in the Plan and a plan
of action. He noted that the City Council hearing is scheduled for Monday, June 4, and that
following adoption of the draft Plan, affected jurisdictions will have six months to review
it before submittal to the Metropolitan Council for review.
Commissioner Jokinen inquired what other cities have submitted their comprehensive
plans for review. Planning/Community Development Director Wall said the City has
received plans from St. Paul, North Oaks and Maplewood and that we are ahead of schedule
and should easily meet the December 31 deadline.
Commissioner Moynagh asked if the Plan was still subject to change between now and the
City Council meeting. Planning/Community Development Director Wall said no changes
would be made after the Planning Commission’s recommendation before being presented
to Council.
Commissioner Cooper asked if the City’s Plan has been shared with the Metropolitan
Council yet. Planning/Community Development Director Wall said the Plan would be
submitted to the Metropolitan Council once the six-month review period with the other
jurisdictions has lapsed.
Conzemius noted school districts usually take the most time to review due to summer
staffing.
Commissioner Moynagh asked when changes would become effective.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall explained that while the zoning map has
to be consistent with this Plan it would not change any zoning, and with regards to land
uses, whatever is in this Plan would become effective upon adoption.
6
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Commissioner Caillier inquired about which Plan elements had the biggest changes.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall reviewed proposed future land use
designations. Commissioner Cooper noted this review represents that there is
approximately 13% left of land in the City available for development.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said the entire community was notified
of the public hearing through the City’s official newspaper and that they tried to implement
other public notice methods such as the City’s website. He said property owners were
notified of any proposed changes via letters which identified each property that was
proposed to be changed. He said that Area 1 along south end of County Road D contains
most of our high density use but was mischaracterized as medium density use.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said Area 2 is on the south side of
Centerville Road and east side of Edgerton Street and is one single property owned by one
property owner and guided as a low density property even though its zoned commercial.
He said staff was proposing to change this to a commercial use as it is undeveloped and
does not lend itself to a residential use as it is boarded by two county roads and near a rail
corridor. He said that this parcel may be tied into redevelopment with the Garceau property
in the future. The property also has drainage concerns and could be part of future road
configurations, adding that the property owners seems supportive of the proposed
amendment.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall reviewed Area 3, a City-owned property
located on the south side of Vadnais Lake Boulevard, east of the AFSA School Property.
He said the parcel is currently guided as a Park and should be low density residential,
adding the zoning currently is waterworks and while there are no plans to sell at this time
it should be designated R-1 to allow for schools, parks, etc. He said the Council’s goal was
to remove some constraints for developing currently owned City property, if market
dictates, but that currently no plans had been presented except for a possible interest by the
County for a future trail around Vadnais Boulevard.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall reviewed Area 4 which has mixed use
designations and is north of Vadnais Boulevard and between Rice Street and the Lake. He
said the area will take significant site control and acquiring of properties by a single
property owner which would allow more flexibility through a mixed-use land designation.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said Area 5, Clover Inn, is guided as low
density residential and currently functions as a commercial use and will continue to do so
in the future. Staff propose changing it to commercial which recognizes existing
conditions.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said Area 6 includes a number of
different properties within an attached townhouse development and is guided as low
density residential now and staff are proposing that it be re-guided as medium density
residential in the future. He said these properties were zoned PUD and while no future
project was planned in this area, zoning would allow medium density residential uses. This
is just a housekeeping change.
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Chairperson Stumph thanked Planning/Community Development Director Wall and staff
for their hard work with this project.
Chairperson Stumph opened the public hearing at 8:08 p.m.
Danny Kurkiewicz, teacher at the Academy for Sciences and Agriculture (AFSA) High
School, shared concerns about Area 3, and the possible re-designation of the land near the
school. He thanked the City for keeping the area natural for as long as they have and said
the woods are an invaluable resource for hands-on, nature-based learning. He said he has
used the area for taking his 9th grade biology classes on bird walks and for identifying
animal tracks and tree species.
Alexi Landretti, freshman at AFSA High School, shared that he has attended AFSA for the
past four years and has had the pleasure of gaining some unforgettable memories. He
presented an 86-signature petition opposing changing the area and said it was an important
learning environment for students and for Eagle Scout projects. He outlined environmental
implications, destruction of animal habitats, and the need to invest in future generations of
children.
Alex Tupper, junior at AFSA High School, said he really enjoys using this area to learn
and understands that while changing the land use does not necessarily mean the area will
be sold and redeveloped, he has concerns about rezoning the area and possible future
development. He referred to his future Eagle Scout project to redevelop the trails, remove
dangerous trees and adding plant identification markers.
Jason Lane, freshman at AFSA High School and avid nature lover, shared his concern with
the future land use plan that could threaten the area that he cherishes so much. He said he
wants to be a wildlife illustrator and conservationist and explained how he uses the area to
view and photograph native and undisturbed wildflowers.
Rob Ciaciurt, 777 County Road D, referred to three properties in Area 1 and asked if the
land use would allow for apartments and if each parcel individually are large enough for
apartments. Planning/Community Development Director Wall said it depends as the
parcels now contain small buildings but multi-family residential developers may look for
as much land as possible to increase density while also allowing for parking and open
space.
Mr. Ciaciurt explained he once wanted to do a commercial/residential in Area 1 but that
the Council did not want to set a precedent for C-1 zoning because there were not many C1 zoning areas then. He said he would like to know if his property is large enough for highdensity use. Planning/Community Development Director Wall said 777 County Road D
in an area between Interstate 694 and County Road D and at .47 acres it is a small site on
its own, but developments were just approved for the expansion of Willow Ridge East on
smaller sites (1.3 acres). But at a half acre, he does not think a multi-family building could
be developed on this site. Sikura said that because of the size of the lot, the argument used
was that the area around it would support it. He noted the billboard property to the east and
the cell phone property and 755 County Road D, could potentially be an opportunity for
future combination of sites but constraints with cell tower and those billboards, flexibility
8
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within zoning is probably ultimately the way it can be developed with an unconventional
zoning method.
Mr. Ciaciurt asked if someone could come in and buy the parcel for high density use.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said there was no action to rezone this
property as part of Comprehensive Plan but if the market dictates, a zoning change to high
density land use would be consistent to that change.
Peter Amble, AFSA High School, said one purpose for Area 3 not already mentioned is to
help students recognize invasive plant species as it provides the best way to learn and this
parcel is useful to educate the community in the future.
John Landretti, parent of AFSA students, shared his support of the students and
underscored his appreciation for that stretch of the road around the lake near the woods and
if rezoned for housing would change the aesthetics of the area and be a loss to the
community.
Julie O’Leary, parent of a future student at AFSA, said she was pleased to see the students
speaking at the Planning Commission meeting. She said rezoning would create undue stress
in the student’s minds and she said she would like to see a good faith effort to keep the
current zoning in place by removing this change from consideration. She asked if the
Planning Commission would consider taking this out of their motion and if the feedback
from the community would change anything? Planning/Community Development Director
Wall explained that the Plan is a policy document that staff uses to help implement the Plan
and while the Planning Commission can make any recommendations to the draft Plan,
including removal of this parcel, it ultimately is for the City Council to decide.
Mr. Lane shared a list of native species documented in this area since April, eighty-nine
different species not including invasive species, which proves the students really use the
tract of woodlands to learn.
As no one else wished to address the Commission, Chairperson Stumph closed the public
hearing at 8:34 p.m. and brought it back to the Commission
Commissioner Caillier inquired about the proposed change near the high school and asked
what the driving force is for this change. Planning/Community Development Director Wall
said the area was discussed with Council and resulted from some housekeeping changes
and identified changes to Rice Street. He said he does not recall that the reason is due to
any pending project or the desire of the current Council to dispose of the property. While
the property is currently zoned waterworks, it is not utilized as a park. He said that low
density residential zoning would still allow for a school, church, or park. He said he could
not speak to the Council’s original rationale and invited the students to share their concerns
with the City Council at their June 4th meeting. Wall said if the Planning Commission fells
that this should be discussed or considered by the City Council it should make it part of its
recommendation.
Commissioner Caillier noted there is a considerable amount of investment in this property
by the school and that it is also a stage for education and awareness and said that while he
9
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was not sure if the Council or staff were aware of the school’s use of the property as a
classroom, in light of this information, he would suggest amending the Plan to have the
City Council consider removing this parcel from consideration.
Commissioner Cooper asked about the current land use designation. Planning/Community
Development Director Wall said the current future land use designation for this property
in the current land use plan, is park, and the existing land use for AFSA is designated as
Public Institutional or Utility.
Commissioner Jokinen asked about uses for park land use designation.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall said a future low density residential use
designation would still allow the school to use the property as they have been.
Commissioner Moynagh asked if the Commission recommended no changes to the land
use would that mean an amendment could be made in the future but it would be an
amendment going forward, not today. Planning/Community Development Director Wall
said if someone wanted to change the parcel it would require a land use and zoning change
and public process would be used, adding that a future Council and market factors cannot
be envisioned now might not prohibit future development but allow another step in the
process.
Commissioner Moynagh congratulated the students and others for their comments, adding
he recently attended AFSA’s recognition event and complimented the students on their
good presentations. He said he has a piece of property that backs up to another proposed
change and based on the public feedback would be in favor of putting an amendment for
changing this document for Council consideration.
Commissioner Jokinen said he would support keeping the designation of the parcel as park
in the Plan moving forward for Council consideration.
Commissioner Caillier agreed with the students’ comments and thanked them for attending
and sharing the value of private open spaces. He said the change to future land use opens
up possibilities of still using the area as a park or remaining as a non-developed area that
creates value in reassessing certain properties for potential future use. He suggested any
amendments to the proposal strongly encourage the City Council to value the parcel as an
asset and recognize that use of the property has a significant impact on AFSA and that he
supports the proposed change to the future land use with the caveat that Council value this
parcel as a park.
Commissioner Cooper thanked the students and Boy Scouts for adopting this area as their
own.
Upon motion by Commissioner Cooper, seconded by Commissioner Moynagh, it was
“RESOLVED, to recommend approval of Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update request
and recommend the City Council authorize distribution of the Draft 2040 Comprehensive
Plan Update to affected jurisdictions and submission to the Metropolitan Council, with the
10
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consideration that the City-owned property known as Area 3 next to the AFSA remain as
its current future land use designation.

480

Ayes – 4
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The motion carried.
Chairperson Stumph thanked everyone for participating in the process and said he hoped
Area 3 would remain as currently designated.
NEW BUSINESS
None.
OLD BUSINESS
A.

Public Hearing Guidelines

Planning/Community Development Director Wall said staff drafted revised Public Hearing
guidelines after the discussion last month and subsequent discussion with the City Council. He
reviewed the proposed guidelines for review and acceptance and noted one change included
an introductory statement of the Planning Commission’s roles and duties to provide general
guidance on what the Planning Commission is.
Upon motion by Commissioner Jokinen, seconded by Commissioner Cooper, it was
“RESOLVED, to recommend approval of the Public Hearing Guidelines as
presented.”
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Nays – 1 (Caillier)

Ayes – 5

Nays – 0

The motion carried.
REPORTS
A.

Council Liaison

Council Liaison Urban was not present.
B.

Planning Commissioners

None.
C.

Staff
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Planning/Community Development Director Wall shared that the Conditional Use Permit
and Site Plan review for Bear Roofing and Exteriors at 1208 East County Road E was to
go before the City Council but that staff shared concerns about current code enforcement
issues and the need to address these issues before any approval occurred. He noted the
issues were not addressed before the Council meeting, so the item has been tabled
indefinitely until code enforcement issues have been addressed.
Planning/Community Development Director Wall thanked the Planning Commission and
Bolton & Menk for their work on the Comprehensive Plan elements incorporated earlier
as well as the public hearing guidelines. He said next month’s agenda includes review of
a 156-unit apartment complex at Centerville Road and County Road F as well as
consideration for Planned Unit Development amendments for the Liberty Village
development which would like to change the style of the approved dwelling units by
including some two-story units. Wall thanked the Planning Commission again for their
work on the Comprehensive Plan, noting while the process took a long time, it was a
valuable process that involved direction from stakeholders and the Commission.
NEXT MEETING
The next Planning Commission meeting will be held on June 26, 2018.
ADJOURN MEETING
Upon motion by Chairperson Stumph, seconded by Commissioner Anderson, the meeting
was adjourned at 8:55 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Cathy Sorensen
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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Nolan W. Wall, AICP
Planning/Community Development Director

The City of Vadnais Heights
800 East County Road E
Vadnais Heights, MN 55127

651.204.6027 Phone
651.204.6100 Fax
nolan.wall@cityvadnaisheights.com

Memorandum:
TO:

Chair Stumph and Planning Commission Members

FROM:

Nolan Wall, Planning/Community Development Director

DATE:

June 26, 2018

SUBJECT:

Planning Staff Report: Case 18-009
Planned Unit Development Amendment: 600-630 Liberty Way
Benzinger Homes: Liberty Village

Recommended Commission Action
Staff recommends approval of the Planned Unit Development Amendment, based on the following
findings of fact:
1. The proposed two-story units within the development will likely appeal to a broader spectrum of
homebuyers.
2. The proposed units will be constructed within the platted lot lines and will have an increased rear
yard setback from the one-story units.
3. The proposed units abut the I-694 noise-wall and the additional height will not have any impact
on surrounding properties.
4. The proposed units provide for additional light and air-flow, especially for the middle units in the
quad-style design.
Subject to the following conditions:
1. A Development Agreement Amendment between the applicant, and all others with interests in the
subject property, shall be entered into with the City, to be filed at the applicant’s cost with the
offices of the Ramsey County Recorder and/or Register of Titles, prior to issuance of a Building
Permit.
2. Building Permit(s) shall be submitted for administrative review/approval, prior to commencement
of any construction activities on the subject properties.
3. Privacy fencing shall be installed within a portion of the rear yard patio area between each unit of
the proposed building(s).
4. Fence Permit(s) shall be submitted for administrative review/approval, prior to installation of any
fencing on the subject properties.
Description of the Request
The applicant, on behalf of the developer/property owner, is requesting an amendment to an existing
Planned Unit Development (PUD) to construct two-story, quad townhome units on up to 16 lots within
the approved Liberty Village development. Chapter 18A.040(8)(b) requires Planning Commission and
City Council review for amendments to an approved PUD with changes in structural types.
Planning Staff Report: Case 18-009
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Discussion
The City is using its quasi-judicial authority when considering action on a zoning request and has limited
discretion; a determination regarding whether or not the request meets the applicable City Code standards
is required. In this case, the applicant is requesting flexibility from the applicable Code standards within
a PUD District and the City has greater discretion than is typically afforded.
Action Timeline
Received
05/15/2018

Complete
05/16/2018

60-day Deadline
07/15/2018

Extension
05/17/2018

120-day Deadline
09/13/2018

The application and supporting materials were originally received on May 15 and upon submission of the
required additional information, the application was determined to be complete on May 16. In accordance
with Minn. Stat. Sec. 15.99, the required 60-day action deadline is July 15. However, due to the
application being received well in advance of the submittal deadline and the City Council’s meeting
calendar for July, staff had to extend the action deadline an additional 60 days, as consideration of the
request could not occur within the first 60 days.
Development Summary
Site Size:
Existing Zoning District:
Proposed Zoning District:
Existing Land Use:
Adjacent Existing Land Uses:

Future Land Use:
Adjacent Future Land Uses:
Wetlands:

+/- 2 Acres (portion of the development)
Planned Unit Development (R-3 Underlying)
No change
Medium Density Residential
North: Low Density Residential
South: Medium Density Residential
East: Wetland/Undeveloped
West: High Density Residential
High Density Residential
North: Low Density Residential
South/East/West: High Density Residential
Eastern portion of the site

Background
The City Council approved the following requests for the Liberty Village development in 2016:
• Planned Unit Development
• Special Use Permit
• Preliminary/Final Plat
• Site Plan
• Development Agreement
The development is currently under construction. The approved plans contain a 32-unit senior assisted
living/memory care building and 42 townhome units on 11.3 total acres in the northeast corner of the
Edgerton Street/I-694 intersection. To date, the senior living building and one quad-unit townhome
building have been constructed, with another quad-unit townhome building under construction. The
applicant has acquired the remaining townhome lots in the development and is requesting a PUD
amendment to construct two-story townhomes on the lots along the south side of Liberty Way to allow a
greater variety of housing options for potential buyers.

Planning Staff Report: Case 18-009

Page 2

Analysis
Comprehensive Plan
The proposed PUD amendment has no impact on density or existing/future land use and is compliant with
the current Comprehensive Plan.
PUD Amendment
An amendment to the approved PUD is required since there is a proposed change to the types of structures
within the development. The additional story on the quad townhome units has no impact on the lots on
the south side of Liberty Way, as they back up to the I-694 noise-wall. The underlying R-3 Zoning District
allows for two-story units as permitted uses, so the PUD amendment requires more review than would
typically be required.
The one-story units have defined patio areas for each unit that are separated by building extensions into
the rear yard. The two-story unit design does not provide for as much privacy, so the applicant plans to
install white vinyl fencing next to each concrete patio. Many neighborhoods feature one and two-story
dwellings and this situation is no different. In addition, the proposed units would be 23-feet-tall, which is
compliant with the 36-foot maximum building height standard in the underlying R-3 District.
Staff Comments
Due to the limited nature of the proposed amendment, no additional staff comments were provided.
Public Hearing Notice
According to Chapter 6.060(4) of the City Code, a public hearing notice must be published and mailed to
property owners within 350 feet of the subject property at least ten (10) days prior to the Planning
Commission meeting. The required notice was published in the June 13 edition of the Vadnais Heights
Press and mailed to surrounding property owners on June 14.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of the proposed PUD Amendment request, based on the findings of fact, with
conditions.
Action Requested
Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission may consider the following actions:
1. Recommend approval of the proposed PUD Amendment request, based on the findings of fact,
with conditions.
OR
2. Recommend denial of the proposed PUD Amendment, based on findings of fact as determined by
the Planning Commission.
OR
3. Table the request.
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Attachments:
• Aerial site map
• Application, including supporting materials
• Public Hearing Notice
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Case 18-009: 600-630 Liberty Way

Nolan W. Wall, AICP
Planning/Community Development Director

The City of Vadnais Heights
800 East County Road E
Vadnais Heights, MN 55127

651.204.6027 Phone
651.204.6100 Fax
nolan.wall@cityvadnaisheights.com

Memorandum:
TO:

Chair Stumph and Planning Commission Members

FROM:

Nolan Wall, Planning/Community Development Director

DATE:

June 26, 2018

SUBJECT:

Planning Staff Report: Case 18-007
Rezoning/Planned Unit Development/Site Plan/Preliminary Plat: 4107/4085 Centerville Road
Tyr Development, LLC: Aster Meadows Apartments

Recommended Commission Action
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance 728 for Rezoning, Planned Unit Development, Site Plan, and
Preliminary Plat requests, based on the following findings of fact:
1. The proposed use is allowed within the underlying Residence Three District and is consistent with
the goals/policies and future land use designation of the current Comprehensive Plan.
2. The proposed development assists in meeting the City’s forecasted population/household
projections, will help support local businesses, and increase the tax base.
3. The proposed development provides for a housing option that currently does not exist in the
community and supports current market trends.
4. The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Planned Unit
Development District by encouraging zoning flexibility that enhances the project without
negatively affecting surrounding land uses, natural resources, or the public.
5. The flexibility being requested as part of the Planned Unit Development process is justified and
allows for reasonable development of the subject property.
Subject to the following conditions:
1. A Development Agreement between the applicant, and all others with interests in the subject
property, shall be entered into with the City, to be recorded at the applicant’s cost with the offices
of the Ramsey County Recorder and/or Register of Titles, prior to issuance of a Building Permit.
2. Building and Demolition Permits shall be submitted for administrative review/approval, prior to
commencement of any construction activities on the subject property.
3. Construction shall be completed and ready for occupancy according to the approved plans and
specifications within one (1) year following issuance of the Building Permit, unless within that
time an extension is granted by the City Council.
4. A Fire Certificate of Occupancy shall be obtained annually from the Fire Department by the
responsible party, in compliance with Chapter 43 of the City Code.
5. Driveway and Right-of-Way Permits shall be submitted for review/approval by the Ramsey
County Public Works Department, to be provided to the City as part of the Building Permit.
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6. A Sign Permit shall be submitted for administrative review/approval, prior to any sign(s) being
installed on the subject property.
7. The applicable park dedication fee, in lieu of land, shall be paid prior to the issuance of any permits
for commencement of construction activities on the subject property.
8. Ordinance 728, rezoning Lot 1, Block 1 of the proposed Preliminary Plat from R-3 to PUD, shall
become effective upon filing of the Final Plat.
9. In the event that construction of the proposed development has not commenced within twelve (12)
months from effective date of Ordinance 728, the City Council shall consider commencement of
proceedings to rezone the subject property back to the original classification, in compliance with
the applicable procedures and with notice to the property owner/applicant.
10. Underground parking stalls narrower than 8’-8” shall be marked/signed for use by compact cars
only and assigned accordingly to residents.
11. An appropriate amount of visitor parking stalls shall be marked/signed in the surface parking lot
in the front of the building.
12. The proposed nature trail connection on the subject property to the existing off-street trail to
Bridgewood Park shall be a wood-chip surface and located to cause minimal disturbance or
removal of existing vegetation, to be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer and VLAWMO.
13. The proposed emergency vehicle entrance onto County Road F shall be constructed to standards
specified by the Engineering and Fire Departments, to be maintained and kept clear at all times by
the property owner/manager, and included as part of the Development Agreement.
14. Existing noise from Interstate 35E is assessed and reasonable mitigation measures shall be
included as part of the proposed building’s construction, as referenced in the MnDOT letter, dated
May 11, 2018.
15. Ground-mounted mechanical units and building utility areas shall be adequately screened by plant
material and/or fencing and shall not obstruct fire department connections or hydrants, to be
administratively reviewed/approved as part of the Building Permit.
16. Existing vegetation proposed to be preserved shall be done so in compliance with the applicable
requirements of Chapter 20.020(2)(5)(h) of the City Code.
17. An outdoor recreation/activity space(s) shall be provided on the subject property that meets the
needs of children of all ages, including playground equipment.
18. A fenced off-leash dog area is considered within the proposed development.
19. Trash/recycling containers housed within the building’s underground parking garage are only
permitted to be stored outside on a temporary basis to be emptied.
20. Trash/recycling containers shall be provided around the exterior of the development for use by
residents and visitors.
21. Drainage and Utility Easements of ten feet on the front yard and five feet on each side yard of
Parcel B (as noted on the proposed Preliminary Plat) shall be dedicated to the City, to be filed at
the applicant’s cost with the offices of the Ramsey County Recorder and/or Register of Titles,
prior to issuance of a Building Permit.
22. A Final Plat shall be submitted for staff review and City Council approval within two (2) years
from the date of approval of the Preliminary Plat, to be recorded at the applicant’s cost with the
offices of the Ramsey County Recorder and/or Register of Titles, prior to the issuance of any
permits for commencement of construction activities on the subject property.
23. Compliance with the conditions included in the MnDOT letter, dated May 11, 2018.
24. Compliance with the conditions included in the City Engineer/Public Service Director’s
memorandum, dated May 25, 2018.
25. Compliance with the conditions included in the Fire Chief’s memorandum, dated May 30, 2018.
26. Compliance with the conditions included in the VLAWMO memorandum, dated June 6, 2018.
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Description of the Request
The applicant, with consent of the property owner, is requesting the following approvals to construct a
multi-family residential development on the subject property:
1. Rezoning from Residence Three (R-3) to Planned Unit Development District (PUD)
2. Planned Unit Development for a multi-family residential development.
3. Site Plan/Detailed Development Plan review for a multi-family residential development.
4. Preliminary Plat.
Chapter 18A.020 allows Planned Unit Developments as an alternative to conventional zoning for
properties greater than five acres. Chapter 18A.040(1) of the City Code requires that PUD applications
are processed in accordance with the procedures for a rezoning request. Chapter 6.060(1) of the City Code
requires Site Plan approval for multiple-family dwelling units containing three more units, prior to
issuance of a building permit. Chapter 28.010 of the City Code requires consideration of a Preliminary
Plat by the Planning Commission and City Council.
Discussion
The City is using its quasi-judicial authority when considering action on a zoning/subdivision request and
has limited discretion; a determination regarding whether or not the requests meet the applicable City
Code standards is required. In this case, the applicant is requesting to rezone a portion of the subject
property into the Planned Unit Development Zoning District to allow for flexibility from several
applicable City Code standards that would normally apply in the underlying Residence Three Zoning
District. Therefore, the City has greater discretion in this case than typically afforded.
Action Timeline
Received
04/19/2018
05/18/2018

Complete

60-day Deadline

Extension

120-day Deadline

05/24/2018

07/23/2018

N/A

N/A

The application and supporting materials were originally received on April 19. Following initial review,
staff determined the application was incomplete and provided written notice to the applicant on April 26.
The applicant continued to work through some issues raised by staff/Ramsey County and resubmitted
revised plans on May 18 for continued review. Upon submission of the required additional information,
the application was determined to be complete on May 24. In accordance with Minn. Stat. Sec. 15.99, the
required 60-day action deadline is July 23.
Development Summary
Site Size:
Existing Zoning District:
Proposed Zoning District:
Existing Land Use:
Adjacent Existing Land Uses:

Future Land Use:
Adjacent Future Land Uses:
Planning Staff Report: Case 18-007

23.13 Acres (Total Plat/Parcel A&B)
16.08 Acres (Site Development Area/Parcel B)
Residence Three
Residence Three (Parcel A)
Planned Unit Development District (Parcel B)
Low Density Residential/Wetland/Undeveloped (Agricultural)
North: Park/Low Density Residential
South: Low Density Residential/Wetland (across County Road F)
East: Public, Institutional, or Utility (across Centerville Road)
West: Undeveloped (Agricultural)
High Density Residential/Wetland
North: Park/High Density Residential
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Wetlands:

South: Medium Density Residential/Wetland (across County Road F)
East: Public, Institutional, or Utility (across Centerville Road)
West: Medium Density Residential
Western portion of the site (as shown on Site Plan)

Background
Tyr Development, LLC, with consent of the property owner, is proposing to construct a five-story,
247,550-square-foot, 156-unit market-rate apartment building with an underground parking garage on the
subject property. The proposed building has a mix of studio, one, and two-bedroom units at various sizes
with anticipated rents ranging from $1,000-$2,200/month depending on the size/location (see sheets A1.0
and A1.1 for living space layouts).
According to the applicant, anticipated tenants are young professionals and empty-nesters, based on other
recently-completed developments. Each unit is proposed to have a covered deck (patios for first floor
units), granite countertops, stainless steel kitchen appliances, washer-dryer, tile/wood-style flooring, and
nine-foot-tall ceilings. Common areas are proposed throughout the interior of the building, including a
coffee bar, fireplace, exercise room, on-site storage, and meeting/gathering spaces. A community garden,
tot-lot play area, and outdoor fire pit/lounge are proposed around the exterior of the development.
The applicant is requesting to rezone approximately 16 acres of land from R-3 to PUD in order to allow
the necessary flexibility from the following applicable City Code standards to construct the proposed
development:
1. Density/lot area.
2. Front and north side yard building setbacks.
3. On-site private recreational use percentage.
4. Building height.
5. Underground parking stall width.
6. Off-street parking quantity.
7. Exterior building materials.
8. Major/over-story planting quantity and size.
9. Monument sign size.
The proposed Preliminary Plat encompasses 23.13 acres and includes several existing parcels under
common ownership. The proposed development site encompasses 16 acres of land that currently contains
wetlands, agricultural fields, a greenhouse, farm buildings, and a vacant single-family residential
dwelling/garage. The expansive wetland area occupies the entire western portion of site. The site is
bordered directly to the north by a single-family residential dwelling; to the south by County Road F and
single-family residential dwellings; to the east by Centerville Road and utility/vacant properties; and to
the west by agricultural land. The site slopes generally away from Centerville Road to the west and the
largest upland portion is generally along the eastern portion abutting the roadways.
The subject property was previously guided Medium Density Residential development in the 2000
Comprehensive Plan and zoned accordingly. As part of the 2011 Comprehensive Plan, the property was
re-guided to High Density Residential and was subsequently rezoned to Residence Three (R-3) by the
passing of Ordinance 643 on November 16, 2011. As a result, the existing zoning classification and future
land use designation both allow for multi-family residential development.
At issue in this case are the specifics of the proposed development being reviewed as part of the PUD
process, not whether this type of development is suitable or not on the subject property.
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The Twin Cities real estate market is rapidly adding new apartment units, including numerous suburban
developments. According to the Minneapolis-St. Paul Business Journal, developers will construct 5,100
apartment units in the Twin Cities in 2018 and more people are choosing to live in apartments versus
buying a home (see attached article published on April 5, 2018). There are number of factors influencing
this trend, including:
• Younger generations choosing to live without the burden of a mortgage
• Changing workforce dynamics – more people changing jobs more often and relocating
• Empty-nesters looking to downsize and live debt-free in areas surrounded by amenities in the same
community they already live in
According to real estate experts, apartment construction has expanded into the suburbs over the last few
years and will accelerate into the future, with as much as 50-70% of new apartment development (see
attached Star Tribune article published on March 18, 2018). For example, in our immediate area,
Shoreview has approved approximately 830 and Maplewood another 380 new apartment units,
respectively, in the last two years. It is assumed there will be a market correction in the future, which may
slow down the luxury apartment development trend. If a project like the proposed development is not
approved on land guided accordingly, the City may miss the opportunity to add this type of housing stock
to the community. In addition, the applicant/developer is not requesting any subsidies from the City at
this time in order to facilitate construction of the proposed development.
Analysis
Comprehensive Plan
The subject property is guided High Density Residential in the current Comprehensive Plan and is directly
bordered by Low/Medium Density Residential uses to the north/south/west and Public, Institutional, or
Utility to the east. The DRAFT 2040 Comprehensive Plan approved for distribution and review by
affected jurisdictions includes the same future land use designation for the subject property. The proposed
use is permitted as a conditional use in the underlying R-3 Zoning District and is compliant with the
goals/policies of the current and DRAFT Comprehensive Plans.
According to the current Comprehensive Plan, High Density Residential has an expected density range of
9-22 units/acre. The proposed development exceeds that density range, so the applicant is requesting
flexibility under the PUD process, which is analyzed further in this report.
The proposed development is consistent with the following goals/policies of the 2030 Comprehensive
Plan:
• Plan for development that accommodates growth forecasts at appropriate densities. (CP-3)
• Accommodate growth forecasts through reinvestment at appropriate densities (5 units plus in
developed areas and target higher density in locations with convenient access to transportation
corridors and with adequate sewer capacity). (CP-3)
• Approve and permit reinvestment projects that make cost effective use of infrastructure and
increased density. (CP-3)
• Support the conversion or reuse of underutilized lands in order to accommodate growth forecasts,
ensure efficient utilization of existing infrastructure investments and meet community needs.
• (CP-3)
• Plan for and guide infill development, redevelopment, and adaptive reuse of structures to diversify
housing, connect housing and jobs, and integrate new development into existing neighborhoods.
(CP-4)
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•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Adopt and pursue reinvestment strategies to achieve housing goals of the Metropolitan Land
Planning Act and Livable Communities Act. (CP-4)
Encourage the preservation of existing neighborhoods and expansion of housing choices within
the city. (CP-4)
The City will consider reasonable requests to intensify land use through residential redevelopment
and adjust its zoning appropriately. The City agrees with the Metropolitan Council that land that
benefits from the availability of regional and local transportation and wastewater facilities should
be used efficiently. (LU-25)
The City will allow and encourage re-use of previously built sites in order to raise the level of land
use to contemporary standards on industrial, commercial or residential properties. (LU-33)
Standards for landscaping, buffers and setbacks will continue to be maintained although the
minimum necessary on-site parking will be required. In all cases, the concerns of neighboring
owners and residents will be taken into account to ensure that adequate perimeter transitions are
provided, surface water is controlled and traffic is managed. (LU-33)
Continue to provide a range of housing choices in terms of style, size, location, tenure and cost.
(LU-35)
Provide a balanced housing supply with housing available for people at all income levels. (LU-35)
Provide a variety of housing types for people in all stages of the life-cycle. (LU-35)
Build a community of well-maintained housing and neighborhoods, including ownership and
rental housing. (LU-35)
Create housing that respects the natural environment of the community while striving to
accommodate the need for a variety of housing types and costs. (LU-35)
The City will continue to encourage the private market to provide housing in a range of prices by
administering the land use plan in this document and a complementary zoning ordinance and map.
(LU-36)
Adopt the land use plan map and policies presented in this comprehensive plan, which guide the
community toward a range of housing types and densities ranging from single-family to apartments
and from approximately 2 to more than 20 housing units per acre. (LU-36)
Continue to plan the growth of a relatively dense, diverse and compact city (within the limitations
of the local natural resources), which supports transit ridership and station access. (T-14)

Rezoning/Planned Unit Development (PUD)
In order to facilitate consideration of the requested flexibility proposed by the applicant in this case,
rezoning from R-3 to PUD is required. The City Code allows for such a process, based on the standards
specified in Chapter 18A.
According to Chapter 18A.010 of the City Code concerning the intent and purpose of the PUD District:
As an alternative to conventional zoning and development approaches and processes, the Planned
Unit Development Zoning District (PUD) procedures are here set forth in order that the public
health, safety, morals, and general welfare be furthered in an era of increasing urbanization; to
encourage innovations in residential, commercial, and industrial development and renewal; so
that greater opportunities for better housing and recreation, shops and industrial plants
conveniently located to each other may extend to all citizens and residents of Vadnais Heights; to
reflect changes in the technology of land development; to encourage a more creative approach in
the utilization of land in order to accomplish a more efficient, aesthetic, and desirable development
which may be characterized by special features of the geography, topography, size or shape of a
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particular property; and to provide a compatible and stable environment in harmony with that of
the surrounding area.
The key statements above that apply to the proposed development include “greater opportunities for
better housing and recreation;” to reflect changes in the technology of land development;” and
“encourage a more creative approach in the utilization of land…” Many communities have a similar
zoning designation and process that allows developers to seek greater flexibility than the typical zoning
district standards otherwise permit in order to promote well-planned and cohesive developments within
the community. The City has the authority to allow flexibility from any standards in the City Code and
has utilized the PUD process in the past to approve several residential and commercial developments.
According to Chapter 18A.020(1-18) of the City Code, the following general requirements and standards
apply to development on parcels greater than five acres in the PUD District:
(1)

Ownership. The tract shall be a development of land under unified control at the time of
application, planned and scheduled to be developed as a whole. However, no
authorizations or permits shall be granted for such development unless the applicant has
acquired actual ownership of or executed a binding sales contract for all of the property
comprising such tract. For purposes of this chapter, ownership shall include a lease of not
less than 50 years duration. The term "single ownership" shall include ownership of
portions of such development by two or more wholly owned subsidiaries of a single owner,
or by such single owner and one or more of its wholly owned subsidiaries.

According to the Title Commitment provided by the applicant, the area encompassed within the proposed
plat is currently under unified control. According to the applicant, a purchase agreement is in place for
the development site that is contingent on approval of the proposed development.
(2)

Conformance with Comprehensive Plan. The proposed Planned Unit Development Zoning
District shall be consistent with the City of Vadnais Heights Comprehensive Plan.

The 2030 Comprehensive Plan guides the subject property as High Density Residential and the proposed
development is consistent with the current future land use designation. The DRAFT 2040 Comprehensive
Plan includes the same proposed future land use designation.
(3)

Lot Area Regulations.
(a) The minimum total land area shall be no less than 5 acres except as allowed by
Section 18A.030 for a PUD Overlay District.
(b) Unusual physical features of the property itself or of the surrounding neighborhood
are such that development under the standard provisions of the Residence Districts
would not be appropriate in order to conserve a physical or terrain feature of
importance to the neighborhood or community.

The proposed plat includes 23.13 total acres. The development site itself is 16.08 acres, but only includes
4.71 acres of developable land when subtracting out the wetlands and steep slopes. However, the City
Code only requires those characteristics be subtracted for purposes of calculating density, not the
minimum total land area required to qualify for a PUD District. The subject property contains a variety
of constraints, including topography, farmlands, and wetlands that make the development under the
current R-3 District standards challenging. Approximately 13 acres of land will be preserved on the
development site alone, with the rest of the re-platted land remaining in its natural, undeveloped state.
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(4)

A residential PUD may provide for a variety of housing types in any one of the basic residential
zoning districts. The total number of dwelling units allowed in a development shall be
determined by either: (a) the area standards of the zoning district in which the proposed
development is to be located, or (b) the density specified by the Planning Commission and
approved by the Council, consistent with the intent of the City's Land Use Plan.

Zoning-allowed densities vary by the composition of the dwelling units and credits for underground
parking, balconies/decks, and bonuses. According to Chapter 11.030 of the City Code, multi-family
residential buildings in the R-3 District have the following minimum lot area/dwelling unit requirements:
Standard
0-Bedroom Units (2,500 SF/unit)
1-Bedroom Units (3,000 SF/unit)
2-Bedroom Units (3,000 SF/unit)
Total Base Lot Area Required
Underground Parking Credit (400 SF/underground stall)
Balcony Credit (200 SF/unit)
Adjusted Lot Area Required
Total Lot Area Provided – Net
Units/Acre Allowed – Base
Units/Acre Allowed – With Credits
Units/Acres Allowed – With Credits + 10% density bonus
Units/Acre – Proposed

Lot Area/Density
50,000 SF (20 units)
192,000 SF (64 units)
216,000 SF (72 units)
458,000 SF (10.51 acres)
63,600 SF (159 stalls)
31,200 SF (156 balconies)
363,200 SF (8.34 acres)
205,104 SF (4.71 acres)
14.84 units/acre
18.71 units/acre
20.58 units/acre
33.12 units/acre

As shown in the table above, the maximum density allowed under the current R-3 District standards is
approximately 21 units/acre. Credits for underground parking/balconies and a 10% density bonus allowed
for developments where over 30% of the site is affected by wetlands/steep slopes were also applied,
according to allowances in Chapters 11.030(1-2) and 20.024(4)(d) of the City Code, respectively. The
proposed density also exceeds the 9-22 units/acre maximum expected density range in the 2030
Comprehensive Plan.
The recent development trend in the suburban metro area has been to increase density in appropriate
locations that have good transportation access and are compatible with surrounding land uses. Many new
suburban multi-family residential developments are approved as part of a PUD process, which allows
local governments to determine the appropriate density as part of the zoning/land use approval process
that may or may not be consistent with the codified standards or comprehensive plan density guidelines.
The Planned Unit Development District standards allow for the following:
A plan may provide for a greater number of dwelling units per acre than would otherwise be
permitted by the regulations applicable to the site, but if the density or intensity of land use
exceeds by more than 10 percent that permitted by the regulations otherwise applicable to the
site, the applicant has the burden to show that such excess will not have an undue and adverse
impact on existing public facilities and on the reasonable enjoyment of neighboring property.
The Planning Commission and Council, in determining the reasonableness of the increase in the
density or intensity of land use, shall consider the following factors:
(1) the location, amount and proposed use of common open space
(2) the location, design and type of dwelling units
(3) the physical characteristics of the site.
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The proposed development includes 82% pervious/green space, however only a small portion of that land
could be considered “common open space.” In addition, while not necessarily useable open space, the
significant natural/agricultural areas that will remain undeveloped provide a buffer for the proposed
development and diminish the impact on the surrounding properties. The proposed building location
minimizes potential disturbance of other natural areas/steep slopes and is on the high-point of the
development site. The building’s design is also influenced by the location of the developable area and
access constraints caused by its location at the intersection of two County Roads.
The following table includes densities for other apartment and senior housing developments in the City:

Development

Address

Units

Willow Ridge

1255 County Road D
669 County Road D
(2 buildings)
1175 County Road D
580 Liberty Way
1015 County Road D
(6 buildings)
801 County Road D
(1 building)
831 County Road D
(1 building)
855/869 County Road D
(2 buildings)
901/915/947/961
County Road D
(4 buildings)
1277 County Road D Circle
1260 County Road E

47

Gross
Parcel Size
(acres)
3.21

48

3.26

14.7

113
32

7.33
1.92

15.4
16.7

102

5.46

18.7

36

1.67

21.6

24

0.85

28.2

48

1.92

25.0

94

5.88

16.0

36
124

1.36
4.27

26.5
29.0

Westwood Park
Shadowlawn
Suite Living
Vadnais Crossings

Northwood Villa

Willow Ridge East (proposed)
Gable Pines

Gross
Density
(units/acre)
14.6

The existing apartment/senior developments have gross densities ranging from 14–29 units/acre. Many
of the developments contain buildings spread over multiple parcels, large surface parking lots with
garages, and unused open space, all of which make them difficult to compare to the proposed development.
For further comparison, new apartment/senior developments in Shoreview and Little Canada have
densities ranging from 26-40 units/acre.
The City Code requires that wetlands and steep slopes be deducted from the total land area used to
calculate density, which is not reflected in the table above. Therefore, some of the example developments
listed above may in-fact have higher densities if wetlands and/or steep slopes are present on the site and
the total land area was reduced accordingly. Density calculations in other communities may differ, some
dividing the number of units by gross land area, not net land area, which contributes to lower density
numbers in some cases. The proposed development’s net density of 33.12 units/acre is higher than any
existing multi-family/senior housing development in the community, but has a gross density of 9.7
units/acre due to the size of the subject property. However, it is consistent with densities for recent
developments constructed in surrounding suburban communities and allows for adequate open space as
part of the proposed development.
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(5)

Front, Rear and Side Yard Building Setback Regulations. Building setbacks from all
property lines which form the perimeter of the total property in the PUD or from all interior
and exterior dedicated street right-of-way lines or from the paving of any private interior
circulation streets shall be 20 feet or the height of the building, whichever is greater for
residential structures, 20 feet or height of building, whichever is greater for commercial
structures.

According to Chapter 5.090 of the City Code, building height is defined as follows:
The vertical distance from the average of the highest and lowest point of that portion of the lot
immediately adjacent to the building to the highest point of the roof for flat roofs; to the deck line
of mansard roofs and to the mean height between eaves and ridge for gable, hip and gambrel
roofs.
The proposed development includes the following building setbacks and heights:
Setback
Front
(East Elevation)
Side – North
(North Elevation)
Side – South
(South Elevation)
Rear
(West Elevation)

Proposed

Building Height

65 feet

66 feet-2 inches

50 feet

66 feet-11 inches

236 feet

75 feet-11.25 inches

140 feet1

73 feet-1.25 inches

Required

20 feet or height of the building,
whichever is greater

as measured from edge of delineated wetland boundary, not rear property boundary line

1

As shown above, the proposed building does not comply with the applicable setback standards for the
front and north side yards. Flexibility within the PUD District can be granted, however, staff recommends
that the potential impact to surrounding properties and the general public be considered in this case.
The front of the building (see east elevation on sheet A2.0) faces Centerville Road, which is an A-Minor
Expander-Arterial under Ramsey County jurisdiction, and is directly across the street from
utility/undeveloped properties and the I-35E noise-wall. The building footprint could likely be adjusted
to comply with the required front yard setback standard. However, the nature of the uses on the other side
of the road and the width/functional classification of Centerville Road do not require additional buffering
and are not negatively impacted any further by the proposed building location.
The north side of the building (see north elevation on sheet A2.0) faces a single-family residential
property. The existing dwelling and proposed apartment building would be separated by over 100 feet,
as both buildings are set back approximately 50 feet from the shared property boundary line. In addition,
the proposed Landscape Plan provides a row of coniferous plantings in this area. While the plantings can
certainly aid in screening the uses from one another, they are less effective in mitigating the scale/mass of
the proposed building and its impact on the adjacent single-family use.
(6)

More than one building may be placed on one platted or recorded lot in any PUD. Areas
for single-family detached dwellings or other housing types providing privately owned lots
must comply with the City's Subdivision Ordinance in all respects not specifically noted in
this chapter as appropriate variances or waivers.
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(7)

A PUD which only involves one housing type such as all detached or all attached units,
shall not be considered as inconsistent with the stated purposes and objectives of this
chapter and shall not be the sole basis for denial or approval.

Not applicable.
(8)

Architectural style of buildings shall not solely be a basis for denial or approval of a plan.
However, the overall appearance and compatibility of individual buildings to other site
elements or to surrounding development will be primary considerations in the review
stages of the Planning Commission and Council.

See the Site Plan review section of this report for further analysis.
(9)

No building permit shall be granted for any building on land for which a plan for a PUD
is in the process of City review or which does not conform to the approved final plan.

To be addressed as a condition of approval and by a subsequent Development Agreement.
(10) Staging of Development:
(a) Any PUD plan proposed to be constructed in stages shall include full details relating
thereto and the City Council may approve or modify where necessary, any such
proposals.
(b) The staging shall include the time for beginning and completion of each stage. Such
timing may be modified by the City Council on the showing of good cause by the
developer.
(c) The Land Owner or Developer shall make such easements, covenants, and other
arrangements and shall furnish such performance bond or bonds as may be
determined by the City Council to be reasonably required to assure performance in
accordance with the plan and to protect the public interest in the event of
abandonment of the plan before completion.
Not applicable, as the proposed development will not be constructed in phases.
(10) Streets, Utilities, Services and Public Facilities. The uniqueness of each proposal for a
PUD requires that specifications and standards for streets, utilities and services shall be
subject to minor modifications from the specifications and standards established in this
and other City ordinances governing their construction. The City Council may therefore
waive or modify the specifications or standards where it is found that they are not required
in the interests of the residents or of the entire City. The plans and profiles of all streets,
utilities and services shall be reviewed, modified, if necessary and approved by the City
Engineer, Fire Chief, and Building Inspector, prior to the final approval of the PUD plan
by the City Council. All PUD projects shall be served by public or community water and
sewer systems.
See the attached memoranda from the Engineering and Fire Departments.
(12) Open Space Provision: Land area will be set aside for public and private open space and
recreational use according to the following provisions:
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(a)

(b)

Land area (or cash in lieu of land) shall be dedicated to the City for public park use
according to the formula established in the current park land dedication ordinance
of the City. The location of such dedicated land must be acceptable to the City
Council. In the Industrial District, cash in lieu of land may be required.
In addition to the dedication of land for public open space and recreational use a
minimum of 10 percent of the total site area shall be set aside for the private
recreational use of the site's residents.

The proposed development does not contain any land to be dedicated for use as a public park. Therefore,
the developer will be required to pay the applicable park dedication fee specified in the City Code. The
actual amount can be negotiated as part of a subsequent Development Agreement, including a reduction
to compensate for construction/maintenance of the proposed off-street trail connections.
The proposed development includes a tot-lot, community gardens, and outdoor common patio as private
recreation uses. In total, those areas constitute approximately 2.4% of the development site. However,
the wetlands and public trail connection also offer passive and active recreation opportunities and
amenities. In addition, the trail connections to commercial developments to the north/south and proposed
connection to Bridgewood Park compensate for not meeting the specified private recreation area
percentage on-site.
If residents are allowed to have dogs, staff recommends a fenced off-leash dog area be considered on-site
for recreation. This is a common amenity in multi-family residential developments and can encourage
social interaction and reduce animal waste throughout the site and the surrounding areas.
(13) Operating and Maintenance Requirements for Planned Unit Development Common
Facilities. In the event that certain land areas or structures are provided within the
Planned Unit Development for private recreational use or as service facilities the owner
of such land and buildings shall enter into an agreement with the City to assure the
continued operation and maintenance to a predetermined reasonable standard. These
common areas may be placed under the ownership of one of the following, depending
which is more appropriate:
(a) Dedicated to public where a community-wide use would be anticipated.
(b) Landlord control.
All applicable standards will be addressed as part of a subsequent Development Agreement.
(14) Landowners association, provided all of the following conditions are met:
(a) The Landowners Association must be established.
(b) Membership must be mandatory for each owner and any successive buyer.
(c) The open space restrictions must be permanent, not for a given period of years.
(d) The Association must be responsible for liability insurance, for common areas and
the reasonable maintenance of exterior residential and other facilities.
(e) Landowners must pay their pro rata share of the cost and the assessment levied by
the association that can become a lien on the property in accordance with Minnesota
Statutes.
(f) The Association must be able to adjust the assessment to meet changed needs.
Not applicable, as the property will be owned by a single entity.
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(15) Density (Residential): The number of dwelling units may be flexible relative to the existing
zoning classification. Increased densities may be allowed for:
(a) Dedicating more than the minimum for public open space.
(b) Particular distinctiveness and excellence in sitting, design, and landscaping as
determined by the City Council.
(c) In no event will population densities be greater than that which would be detrimental
to the public health, safety, and general welfare.
The proposed density is analyzed in a previous section of this report. As discussed, the proposed
development exceeds the density that would be allowed within the R-3 District and the maximum expected
density range for High Density Residential development in the current Comprehensive Plan. In
consideration of the proposed density increase, Chapter 20.024 of the City Code also contains the
following additional factors to analyze:
The applicant for a density increase must show that the increase will not have an undue or adverse
impact on existing public facilities and on the reasonable enjoyment of neighboring property. The
City Council, in determining reasonableness of the proposed increase, shall consider the following
factors, among others:
(1)
Location, amount and proposed used of open space;
(2)
Location, design and type of dwelling provided;
(3)
Physical characteristics of the site;
(4)
Relationship of the proposed dwelling unit to nearby developments.
The proposed development does not include any dedicated public open space, but does include an offstreet trail connection to an existing off-street trail facility to access a city park that would be accessible
by the public. The proposed building location is largely dependent on the existing topography and upland
area on the eastern portion of the site. The proposed building offers a number of in-unit and outdoor
amenities for residents. In addition, the proposed development provides adequate landscaping and an
upscale architectural design, including underground parking and detached garages. Only one property
directly abuts the proposed development; high-capacity roadways, wetlands, and agricultural land,
respectively, separate the other surrounding uses.
(16) Building Height. A building's setback from property adjacent to the Planned Unit District
site shall approximate its height, with a maximum of 45 feet.
The proposed building’s setbacks and height are analyzed in a previous section of this report and require
flexibility from the applicable standards as part of the PUD process. For comparison purposes, the
underlying R-3 District’s maximum building height standard is 36 feet, which generally only allows for a
three-story building and is consistent with most existing multi-family residential buildings in the
community. Most new suburban multi-family residential construction is still three or four stories tall, but
can vary in overall height depending on the roof design (pitched vs. flat). However, there is a growing
trend in suburban communities to allow taller buildings in appropriate locations to increase density; two
such examples are in Shoreview:
• The McMillian is a 134-unit mixed-use development currently under construction on the northwest
corner of the Rice Street/Vadnais Boulevard intersection. The approximately 55-foot-tall building
has a flat roof and is generally five stories tall that steps down to four stories at the northern end
adjacent to existing residential uses. The flat roof and step-down are design features that mitigate
the building’s height and mass.
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•

Lakeview Terrace is a 120-unit apartment development on the southeast corner of the Victoria
Street/Owasso Street intersection. The approximately 80-foot-tall building has a pitched roof and
is six stories tall. Similarly to the proposed development, it is located at the intersection of two
roadways and backs-up to a pond that separates it from surrounding land uses to mitigate the
building’s height and mass.

Visual impacts to surrounding properties is the primary issue pertaining to building height. The applicant
provided renderings that show the proposed building from two vantage points; one looking down on the
site from the Centerville Road/County Road F intersection and the other from further west on County
Road F near Alpine Avenue (see attached application package).
The proposed building’s height is mitigated by the following factors:
• Distance between the development site and surrounding residential neighborhoods – not including
the adjacent property to the north (see attached map).
• Wetland/agricultural areas on the western portion of the development site that will likely remain
undeveloped.
• Architectural design of the front/back of the building to add visual contrast and reduce mass.
• Dark/earthy tone exterior building material colors that reduce the mass and blend into the
surrounding area.
• Proximity to the intersection of two County Roads, large utility structures, and I-35E noise-wall.
However, the applicant, at the City’s request, could explore the following options to reduce building mass
due to the significant flexibility from the typical height standard being requested in this case (see attached
example renderings):
• Reduce the building’s number of stories and/or units.
• Redesign the building’s rectangular footprint and re-orient the site.
• Remove end units on the top floor(s) to taper the height back as the building gets taller.
• Require additional, taller plantings or a green wall around the edge(s) of the site.
Staff acknowledges that any further consideration of these design options would have a significant impact
on the proposed development plans and review timeline. Therefore, they should only be explored if the
City determines that the proposed building height is unacceptable based on the applicable standards or
other factors. In addition, there are also site-specific issues that may make some of these options infeasible
or impossible for the applicant to replicate on the subject property in this case, so the renderings should
only be considered as visual examples.
According to Chapter 20.190 of the City Code, concerning building height:
Any building proposed to exceed the maximum height restrictions contained in the underlying
Zoning District may be allowed by a Special Use Permit subject to Section 6.070 and the following
considerations:
(1)
Compatibility with the height of the surrounding structures;
(2)
The presence of trees or vegetation to soften the height;
(3)
Interruption of view sheds; and
(4)
The ability of fire and emergency personnel and equipment to access the site and structure.
A separate SUP (now CUP) is not necessary in this case, as the requests in this case include rezoning the
subject property to PUD to consider flexibility from the otherwise applicable standards. However, due to
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the flexibility being requested in this case, the same standards of review are relevant in consideration of
the proposed development.
The subject property and proposed building’s location are generally isolated from surrounding structures,
therefore it is not anticipated that any significant view-sheds will be interrupted. As discussed, there is
adequate separation between the adjacent existing single-family residential dwelling to the north and the
proposed building to provide landscaping and/or other visual screening measures. The Fire Department
has reviewed the proposed plans and does not have any concerns about the building’s height, as they have
appropriately-trained staff and equipment to respond to a fire event in a tall building. In addition, the
proposed development provides the required access around the building and is required to install fire
suppression/alarm systems.
(17) Landscaping. Landscaping and/or fencing shall be provided according to a plan that
contains complete information as required by Section 6.060 and is approved by the
Planning Commission and City Council.
(18) Utilities. All utilities, including electricity and telephone, shall be installed underground.
See the Site Plan review section of this report for further analysis.
Site Plan Review/Detailed Development Plan
The criteria for reviewing PUDs and Site Plans overlap and intersect, so the applicable standards listed
below are analyzed as part of the review of the applicable multi-family residential development and site
plan review standards that are not addressed within previous sections of this report.
In consideration of site plan applications under this Section, the Planning Commission and City
Council shall consider the following: interrelationship with the site plan elements to conditions
both on and off the property; conformance to the City's Comprehensive Plan; the impact of the
plan on the existing and anticipated traffic and parking conditions; the adequacy of the site plan
with respect to land use; pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress; building location and
height; architectural and engineering features; landscaping; lighting; provisions for utilities; site
drainage; open space; loading and unloading areas; grading; signage; screening; setbacks; and
other related matters.
Interrelationship with Surrounding Properties/Land Uses
As previously noted in this report, the proposed development directs abuts only one developed property.
The existing single-family residential dwelling on the property to the north is separated by approximately
100 feet from the proposed building and could be further buffered/screened by additional landscape
plantings on both properties. Two County Roads flank the south/east property boundary lines and a 105foot-tall electrical-line support tower is located in the southeastern corner of the site. The western portion
of the site is bordered by wetlands and agricultural land, most of which will never be developed. Several
single-family residential uses are located on opposite sides of both streets in close proximity to the site.
The development site is well-suited for high-density residential development for the following reasons:
• Relative isolation from surrounding residential uses, except the property directly to the north
• Adjacent roadway capacity (County roads)
• Proximity to retail/service uses to the north/south, connected by an off-street trail system (Heights
Plaza and Vadnais Square)
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•
•

Proximity to major transportation infrastructure (interstate highway, county highway, park-andride, etc.)
Proximity to parks and trails (Community Park, Kohler Meadows Park, Bridgewater Park)

Traffic
Since the proposed development is located at the intersection of two roadways under Ramsey County
jurisdiction, staff and the applicant met with the Public Works Department regarding any potential traffic
analysis they would require to be conducted as part of the review process. According to the County, the
most-recent traffic counts in proximity to the subject property were 8,400 vehicles/day on Centerville
Road and 3,700 vehicles/day on County Road F.
In order to evaluate the proposed development’s impact on the operation of the impacted roadways, the
County analyzed traffic counts, trip generation calculations, and the proposed unit-count. Based on those
factors, the County concluded a Traffic Impact Analysis was not required in this case. Staff also concluded
that additional traffic analysis was not required to evaluate impacts on adjacent properties, based on the
nature of surrounding development, the roadways’ existing and future capacity, and the County’s own
determination.
In conclusion, the proposed development will contribute to increased traffic in the immediate area.
However, the capacity of the impacted roadways is sufficient to handle the projected increase. In addition,
the proposed tenant mix will likely include residents who travel during non-peak periods, which may
lessen the overall impact on peak-period traffic patterns in the area.
Parking
Chapter 20.080(2)(a-o) of the City Code contains off-street parking space, aisle, and driveway design
standards. The Code requires 90-degree parking spaces to be 9 feet wide by 19 feet long with a drive lane
width of 24 feet. The proposed surface parking facilities meet the applicable standards. In addition, the
parking spaces have access from a driveway greater than 40 feet from the nearest intersection and not
directly from the street, as required by the City Code. The proposed curb cut widths at the right-of-way
are 24 feet, which is compliant with the applicable maximum requirement. The proposed underground
parking spaces vary in size and are non-compliant with the applicable width standard:
Underground Stall Dimensions
8 feet-8 inches X 19 feet
7 feet-6 inches X 19 feet
8 feet X 19 feet w/ 8-foot loading area (ADA)

Quantity
99
54
6

The decreased widths are necessary to accommodate the maximum number of underground spaces and
the drive lane widths are compliant. Approximately 33% of the underground spaces are described as
“compact” (7’-6” wide), which will likely restrict them to certain smaller vehicles and should be
marked/signed accordingly and managed properly.
According to Chapter 20.080(5)(c) of the City Code, apartment buildings are required to provide at least
two off-street spaces per unit plus visitor parking as required by the City Council. The proposed
development includes the following parking facilities:
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Parking
Underground (accessible)
Surface/Enclosed (accessible)
TOTAL (accessible)

Proposed
156 (6)
130 (6)
286 (12)

Required
312 (8)

Based on the proposed 156-unit building, 312 parking spaces plus visitor parking is required. Twelve
accessible parking spaces are proposed; six in both the front surface lot and underground garage, which is
compliant with the applicable accessibility standards. The proposed development provides for 286 total
parking spaces at a ratio of 1.83 spaces/unit and requires flexibility from the applicable standard (the Site
Plan notes incorrectly included an additional three surface spaces). According to the applicant, at least
three of the 159 underground spaces shown on the architectural plans will be used for non-parking
purposes, such as storage or dog-wash areas. The proposed development has a ratio of 1.25
spaces/bedroom, which is how some cities determine the required number of off-street spaces for multifamily residential developments.
The proposed building includes the following unit-mix:
• 20 studios (629 SF)
• 20 one-bedroom (798 SF)
• 44 one-bedroom (1,100 SF)
• 40 two-bedroom/two-bath (1,100 SF)
• 12 two-bedroom/two-bath (1,300 SF)
• 20 two-bedroom/two-bath + den (1,223 SF)
Approximately 54% of the proposed building are one-bedroom or studio units. Recent trends have seen
a shift towards more one-bedroom units than two-bedroom units, which is not reflected in most
communities existing parking standards. The attached table summarizes other suburban multi-family
residential parking standards (excluding senior housing) as compared to recently-approved developments.
As shown, the proposed spaces/unit and spaces/bedroom parking ratios are consistent with other
developments. It is assumed that most of these developments were approved as part of a similar PUD
process, as most are not consistent with the codified parking standard.
According to Chapter 11.060 of the City Code, parking areas or circulation drives must be set back at least
five feet from any lot line and the proposed development is compliant with that standard. The parking lot
grade, surfacing, striping will be required to meet the applicable City Code standards and will be reviewed
in greater detail as part of the building permit process. In addition, the underground parking garage door
is nine-feet-tall and ceiling clear-height is eight feet-nine inches tall. The Fire Department conditions
include a ceiling height clearance of at least nine feet, so the applicant will have to make the appropriate
modifications to the architectural plans to attain compliance.
Pedestrian and Vehicular Ingress/Egress
The existing condition includes an off-street trail along the west side of Centerville Road bordering the
subject property that connects County Road E to County Highway 96. The proposed development
includes an off-street trail connection from County Road F to a public off-street trail facility that connects
Centerville Road to Bridgewood Park. A portion of the proposed trail along County Road F would be an
eight-foot-wide paved section within Ramsey County right-of-way, which will require their review and
approval as part of a separate permitting process. The remainder of the proposed trail runs along the
wetland boundary and would be mowed and/or mulched. An internal sidewalk connection to a service
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door at the south end of the underground parking garage entrance allows for direct, secure access to/from
the proposed detached garages, tot-lot, and community garden by residents.
Ramsey County has granted preliminary approval for both proposed access driveways onto Centerville
Road, pending approval of required driveway and right-of-way permits. The proposed access driveway
onto County Road F will only be used by emergency service vehicles, based on the County’s determination
that full vehicle access in that vicinity would be too close to intersection and thus unsafe. An alternative
full access onto County Road F further to the west is constrained by topography and wetlands on the
subject property as well as the proposed site design.
Architectural and Engineering Features
The proposed building has a rectangular footprint with a pitched-roof design, which is partly influenced
by the location of the existing upland area on the development site. In addition, the building’s front/rear
exterior is designed to have four bays with recessed areas containing covered decks/patios. This
architectural design feature breaks-up the building façade to create visual interest and reduce mass.
The east elevation contains the main building entrance with internal vestibule fronting the surface parking
lot and Centerville Road. The proposed building height at this elevation, as measured in accordance with
the applicable City Code standard, is approximately 66 feet.
The west elevation faces the existing wetland/agricultural lands that serve as a significant buffer from the
nearest residential uses to the west and contains access to an outdoor patio area. The proposed building
height at this elevation is approximately 73 feet.
The north elevation faces the adjacent single-family residential property to the north and contains an
external entry/exit with steps. The proposed building height at this elevation is approximately 67 feet.
The south elevation faces the County Road F/Centerville Road intersection and southern surface parking
lot. In addition, it contains two overhead garage doors that access the underground parking garage. The
proposed building height at this elevation is approximately 76 feet.
According to Chapter 20.020 of the City Code, concerning multiple-family housing site reviews:
Building Design: The design of exterior surfaces shall be consistent on all sides in terms of
materials and architectural treatment.
The proposed building’s exterior design incorporates the following architectural features and materials
(see sheet A2.1):
• Asphalt shingles (grey with dark bronze prefinished metal trim fascia and soffit)
• Steel siding (charcoal grey/t-tone/sandstone)
• Thermal windows (bronze trim)
• Aluminum deck rail system (bronze finish)
• Precast concrete stone face at exposed face of parking structure (dark tone)
• Brick blend on building entrance (summit charcoal/andiron)
According to the applicant, the exterior building materials were selected for aesthetic appeal and longterm maintenance. Overall, the color pallet utilizes dark/earthy tones in an effort to reduce the building
mass and blend into the surrounding area.
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According to Chapter 48.050(6) of the City Code, concerning exterior materials:
Exterior of all multiple dwellings shall be brick, stone or other approved similar quality material.
Consideration shall be given towards maintaining architectural compatibility with surroundings.
The proposed building features only a small amount of brick around the main building entrance and stone
on the exposed foundation. The majority of the existing multi-family residential developments in the City
have significantly more brick/stone features. However, the most recent developments, Gable Pines and
Suite Living, have similar siding and brick accents around the building foundation. In this case, the City
has the discretion to allow flexibility from this standard under the provision above based on the
determination that the proposed exterior materials are “similar quality material.” Overall, the proposed
building presents a contemporary look and is generally consistent with the applicable City Code standards.
The building interior includes common areas and enclosed storage on each floor, which, according to the
applicant, provides for social interaction and eliminate long/narrow hallway corridors. Three stairways
and two elevators provide access to the units.
Landscaping/Screening
According to the Site Plan (see sheet 3), the 16.08-acre development site is proposed to be covered as
follows:
Area
Apartment Building
Driveways/Parking
Sidewalk
Detached Garages
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS
TOTAL PERVIOUS

Coverage
49,400 SF (1.13 acres)
70,830 SF (1.63 acres)
1,200 SF (0.03 acres)
4,320 SF (0.10 acres)
125,750 SF (2.89 acres)
574,830 SF (13.19 acres)

Percentage
7.0%
10.1%
0.2%
0.6%
17.9%
82.1%

The R-3 and PUD Districts do not contain any specific lot coverage standards. However, for comparison,
commercial and industrial zones limit lot coverage to between 85-90% of the lot. According to the Site
Plan (see sheet 3), the development site contains 10.65 acres of wetlands. If those were removed from the
calculation, the gross developable area is reduced to 5.43 acres and the adjusted impervious surface lot
coverage would be approximately 53%, which is more than adequate for the proposed development.
According to Chapter 20.020(2)(2) of the City Code, multi-family residential developments shall
contain at a minimum the greater of:
Standard
One (1) tree per 1,000 square feet of gross
building floor area
One (1) tree per 1,600 square feet of
landscaped area for residential projects
One (1) tree per 50 lineal feet of site perimeter
One (1) tree per multi-residential dwelling unit

Required

Proposed

247,550 SF/1,000 = 248
32,435 SF/1,600 = 21

69 New + 25 Saved = 94

3,917 LF/50 = 78
156 units = 156

The proposed Landscape Plan preserves 25 trees on the backside of the upland area behind the proposed
building and includes 69 new deciduous and coniferous major/over-story trees (the proposed planting
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schedule inaccurately includes only 66 plantings). The remainder of the site includes a combination of
185 ornamental trees, shrubs, and perennials.
Based on the number of major/over-story plantings required by the City Code, the proposed development
is non-compliant and flexibility can be granted as part of the PUD process. The remaining area within the
development site not impacted by the proposed project is a natural wetland area that contains extensive
native vegetation and significant trees that were not inventoried as part of the proposed development plans.
In the absence of a full tree inventory of entire development site, there is no way to determine the exact
amount of trees that will remain on-site. In addition, the size of the building and the developable area
make it unreasonable to consider requiring the applicable standard in this case.
The proposed coniferous plantings constitute approximately 36% of the major/over-story trees on-site,
which meets the 25% standard, and includes a mix of Colorado Blue Spruce and Arborvitae. The proposed
spruces are spread-out across the site with concentrated plantings in the southwest corner, near the
Centerville Road/County Road F intersection, to screen the parking lot and building. The proposed
arborvitaes are concentrated along the northern property boundary line to provide all-season screening for
the adjacent single-family residential use. Typically, arborvitae trees can grow to about 10-15 feet tall,
which would screen at least the first floor units from the neighboring property. All proposed coniferous
plantings meet the applicable height standard.
The proposed deciduous plantings constitute approximately 64% of the major/over-story trees on-site,
which meets the 25% standard when combined with the 25 preserved trees, and includes a mix of Autumn
Blaze Maple, Armstrong Maple, and Hackberry. According to the project Landscape Architect, the
Armstrong Maple species is a tall and narrow tree that was specifically chosen and located to help
accentuate the building frame in a natural manner. The other trees are concentrated within the boulevard
areas, parking lot islands, and south side of the building at key site entry areas. With the exception of the
Armstrong Maples, the proposed deciduous plantings meet the 2.5” diameter planting size standard.
According to the Landscape Architect, that tree is typically planted at the proposed 2” diameter because
if it gets any bigger, it becomes difficult to transplant from the nursery.
The proposed development includes rock, mulch, seed, and sod areas. The mulch and rock areas surround
the landscaped areas and the boulevards/grass around the building will be sodded. The natural slopped
area between the proposed building and existing wetland is proposed to be planted with native prairie
grasses. City Code allows for seeding in areas where sod is not practical. In this case, the proposed grades
are intended to maintain a natural buffer and make the proposed seeding areas logical.
Chapter 20.020(5)(a) and (b) of the City Code, respectively, require planting islands within parking lots
and four percent of the parking area to be landscaped. The proposed development includes one row of
parking in front of the building along the eastern property boundary line and three rows of parking on the
south side of the site. The parking lots contain appropriately-located landscaped islands and bump-outs
at 4.2% of the total area.
Lighting/Security
The City Code contains the following applicable lighting standards:
20.080 Off-Street Parking Requirements.
(2) Stall, Aisle, and Driveway Design:
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(m)

Lighting. Any lighting used to illuminate an off-street parking area shall be
so arranged as to reflect the light away from adjoining property, abutting
residential uses and public right-of-ways and be in compliance with this
Code.

20.120 Glare. Any lighting used to illuminate an off-street parking area, sign or other structure,
shall be arranged as to deflect light away from any adjoining residential zone or from the
public streets. Direct or sky-reflected glare, where from floodlights or from high
temperature processes such as combustion or welding shall not be directed into any
adjoining property. The source of lights shall be hooded or controlled in some manner so
as not to light adjacent property. Bare incandescent light bulbs shall not be permitted in
view of adjacent property or public right-of-way.
According to the Electrical Site Plan (see sheet E1.1), the proposed development contains 15 light fixtures.
Wall-mounted fixtures are located above the building and underground parking garage entrances. The
pole-mounted fixtures are provided in two optic-levels throughout the surface parking lots and are fixed
to twenty-foot-tall poles assumed to be mounted on three-foot-tall concrete pads. The proposed lighting
meets the applicable standards by providing appropriate security and reasonably directing light away from
adjacent properties/roadways. Exact design specifications were not provided with the plans, but the
fixtures will have to comply with the applicable standards.
According to the applicant, the proposed building will have security cameras at the front entry, lobby, side
exterior doors, fitness room, and underground garage area by the elevator that have a central screen in the
office that can be accessed remotely by management. The main entrance will have a controlled entry in
the vestibule area with a push-button intercom speaker to each unit for guests to gain access. Residents
will have key fobs that allow entry to the front, side, and garage doors that are locked.
Utilities
The Preliminary Utility Plan (see sheet 6) includes private water connections to the public water main line
under Centerville Road and a private sewer connection to the public sanitary main under County Road F.
Sufficient capacity is available to meet the proposed development’s water and sanitary sewer needs. Storm
sewer lines and catch-basins are located to collect on-site drainage and direct it to on-site facilities, as
there are no public storm sewer facilities in the immediate area. Hydrants and fire department connection
locations will be reviewed/approved by the Fire Department separate from this application. Several
conditions and general comments concerning the proposed utilities are addressed in the attached
memoranda from the City Engineer and Fire Department, respectively.
Drainage/Grading
The City Engineer and VLAWMO reviewed and accepted the Drainage Report for the proposed
development. In general, the proposed development will drain to the south and west, partially into an
infiltration basin in the northwest corner of the site.
According to Chapter 20.024 of the City Code, concerning steep slopes:
(1)

Slopes having an incline of at least fifteen (15) percent with a vertical elevation of at least
twenty (20) feet shall not be used as building placement sites. Such slopes shall not be
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(2)

altered to create suitable multiple-family (duplex or greater) building sites, unless no
feasible alternative exists.
The design and construction of any retaining walls for purposes of development in an area
of steep slopes must receive approval from the City Council.

Slopes meeting this standard are located near the proposed infiltration basin, but are not within the
proposed building’s footprint and no retaining walls will be located in this area. Several conditions and
general comments concerning the proposed drainage and grading are addressed in the attached memoranda
from the City Engineer and VLAWMO, respectively.
Signage
The proposed development includes an approximately 24-square-foot monument sign near the southerly
driveway entrance onto Centerville Road (see sheet 3 and architectural rendering). According to Chapter
24.060(2) of the City Code, the following standards apply:
Apartment building Identification signs:
(a) There may be 1 sign not exceeding 16 square feet in area permitted for each
apartment building. Home occupation information may be placed on the residential
name plate
(b) The name plate shall be located a minimum of 20 feet from the curb line or edge of
the paved roadway, whichever is greater.
The proposed sign exceeds the applicable 16-square-foot size standard, but appears to meet the applicable
setback standards, which also includes a five-foot setback from the property boundary line. As a result,
the sign’s size is subject to flexibility consideration as part of the proposed PUD.
Accessory Building/Detached Garages
The proposed development includes 15 detached garages behind the building. Each unit is approximately
12 feet wide by 24 feet deep, with the exception of one larger accessible unit, and are designed with
consistent colors/exterior materials as the principal building. The structure is approximately 13-feet-tall
in the front (see west elevation on sheet A0.1) and the foundation will be exposed on the back-side facing
the principal building. The proposed accessory building is compliant with the applicable standards.
Wetlands
According to the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), a significant wetland complex encompasses the
entire western portion of the subject property and extends off-site to the north and west. The NWI
classifies the wetlands as Freshwater Emergent and Freshwater Forested/Shrub (see aerial map). Several
internal ditches partially drain the upper edges of the basin enough to allow cultivation on a regular basis.
As shown on the Site Plan (see sheet 3) and based on the Delineation Report submitted as part of the
application package, the actual extent of the wetlands is further east than shown on the aerial map. NWI
classifications are based largely on aerial photographs and soil inventory maps, but are not as accurate as
a field survey. The Delineation Report was prepared by a licensed wetland delineator upon conducting a
field survey and was accepted by VLAWMO and the Technical Evaluation Panel (TEP), which includes
representatives from the Board of Soil and Water Resources, Army Corp of Engineers, DNR, and Ramsey
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Conservation District. Based on the wetland type, the applicant provided the appropriate buffer for a
Manage 1 wetland as defined by the MNRAM program.
According to Chapter 19.100(7) of the City Code, concerning standards in Wetland Protection Areas:
Development shall minimize the disturbance of the natural vegetation from an area within a
horizontal distance of 15 feet from a Wetland Protection Area, and no structure, paved surface, or
grading will be allowed within this area unless a variance has been granted pursuant to City Code.
For any new development, plat, lot split, site plan approval, or building permit, a drainage
easement shall be dedicated to the City over the entire Wetland Protection Area on the lot.
The Wetland Protection Area, as defined by Chapter 19.070(21), is the delineated boundary of the wetland
and the proposed development does not include any structures or disturbance within this area. The
Manage 1 buffer is 40 feet and VLAWMO’s Water Management Policy allows for grading in the buffer
area according to standards for decompacted soils and replanting with native seed mix and/or native
plantings. Based on the 15-foot buffer specified by City Code, no grading is proposed within the buffer
area. In addition, the entire extent of the wetland on the development site is proposed to be within a
wetland easement, in compliance with the City Code.
Public Safety
As part of the review process for redevelopment of the Garceau Corner site into a multi-family residential
use, the Fire Department and Ramsey County Sherriff’s Office provided calls for service data from 2016
to existing developments in the City.
The Fire Department noted that based on their emergency response data, multi-family residential
developments do not create an excessive response burden to the department. They concluded that property
management and tenant demographics have a direct impact on call volumes. In addition, they noted that
modern multi-family residential developments are built to safer standards, including fire sprinkler/alarm
systems that aid in early detection/control of fires to improve protection against injury and damage.
The Sherriff’s Office noted that a development’s size does not always have a direct correlation to calls for
service, which are driven by external and internal factors. External factors include crimes of opportunity
due to structural design, location, and engineered crime prevention implementation. Internal factors can
include rental and background policies and property management engagement.
Planned Unit Development District Flexibility Summary
According to the intent of Chapter 18A of the City Code, the City Council has the right to allow deviations
from any standards under the PUD provisions. Based on review of the proposed development, analyzed
in detail above, staff has identified the following components that require flexibility from the applicable
City Code standards as part of the PUD process:
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Flexibility

Required

Proposed

Recommendation/Rationale
Gross density is 9.7
units/acre
• Net density is consistent
with market trends and
current projects in
suburban communities
• Adequate open space is
provided on-site
• Natural and proposed
buffers are provided to
mitigate potential impacts
to surrounding land uses
• Proposed front yard
building setback noncompliance is de minimis
• Proposed landscaping
along north property
boundary line provides
screening for adjacent
residential property
• Adjacent residential
dwelling to the north is
approximately 100 feet
away from the proposed
building
• Tot-lot and community
gardens are provided
• Public off-street trail
connection is provided for
residents use
• Vast wetland area is a
natural amenity
Proposed height mitigation:
• Distance between site and
surrounding residential
neighborhoods
• Wetland area will remain
undeveloped
• Architectural design on
front/back of building
• Dark/earthy tone exterior
building material colors
• Proximity to the
intersection of two County
Roads, large utility
•

Density/lot area

20.58 units/acre (R-3)
22 units/acre (Comp Plan)

33.12 units/acre (net)

Front and north
side yard building
setbacks

Front Yard: 66’-2”
North Side Yard: 66’-11”

Front Yard: 65’
North Side Yard: 50’

Private recreational
use percentage

10% of total site area

2.4% of total site area

Building height

36’ (R-3)

66’-2” (shortest)
75’-11.25” (tallest)
70’-5” (average)
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Underground
parking stall width

•
9’wide

8’-8” and 7’6” wide

•
•

Off-street parking
quantity

2 spaces/unit plus visitor
parking (312 spaces)

1.83 spaces/unit
(285 spaces)

•
•
•

Exterior building
materials

Brick, stone or other
approved similar quality
material

Small amount of
brick and stone –
mostly steel siding in
various colors

•

•
•

Major/over-story
planting size and
quantity

248 trees
2.5” diameter size

94 trees
2” diameter size

•
•

•
Monument sign
size

16 SF

24 SF

•

structures, and I-35E
noise-wall
Narrower stalls will be
designated as “compact”
Parking management is an
operational issue
Building contains 54%
studio/one-bedroom units
Ratio is consistent with
other example suburban
developments
Parking management is an
operational issue
Size of building would
require great expense to
meet standard
Several existing multifamily residential
developments are not
entirely brick/stone
Proposed materials are
high-quality and longlasting
Building size inflates the
required plantings to an
unreasonable amount
Existing trees within
wetland were not
inventoried
Smaller size of certain
deciduous trees is required
to ensure safer
transfer/planting
Proposed sign is scaled
appropriately given the
size of the site/building
No impact to vision
triangles

Preliminary Plat
The proposed Preliminary Plat includes the following existing parcels:
Parcel ID
213022340004
213022340005
213022340009
213022340008

Existing Plat
Lot D, Block 1, Davidson’s 1st Subdivision
Lot E, Block 1, Davidson’s 1st Subdivision
Lot F, Block 1, Davidson’s 1st Subdivision
Lot G, Block 1, Davidson’s 1st Subdivision
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Parcel Size
3.73 acres
3.73 acres
8.25 acres
7.25 acres
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Parcel A, designated as an outlot, includes wetlands and a larger portion of County Ditch 14 within a
drainage easement. It encompasses the northwest/southwest portions of the proposed plat and is 7.05
acres in size and will not be purchased by the applicant/developer. According to representatives of the
property owner, the proposed parcel boundaries are intended to include existing agriculture fields for
continued use and for the majority of the ditch to remain under common ownership. Under these
circumstances, staff supports the proposed unique parcel boundaries in this case.
Parcel B, designated as Lot 1, Block 1, includes the proposed development, an infiltration basin, wetlands
and a small portion of County Ditch 14. The infiltration basin is proposed to be entirely within a drainage
easement. The wetland area is proposed to be entirely within a wetland easement. In addition, there is an
existing highway/utility easement along southern boundary of the parcels for the overhead lines and pole
structure. The proposed parcel is 16.08 acres in size and will be purchased by the developer/applicant.
Chapter 32.010(6) of the Subdivision Code requires drainage and utility easements of 10 feet on front and
rear yards and 5 feet on side yards, which are typically dedicated to the City as part of the platting process
and are shown on the Preliminary Plat. A Final Plat is required to be reviewed and approved by the City
Council.
Staff Comments
Ramsey County
Ramsey County Public Works representatives met with staff and the applicant to discuss the proposed
development’s driveway access points and anticipated traffic. The County did not require a traffic study
and indicated preliminary approval of the proposed accesses, with the condition that only emergency
vehicles use the County Road F access. Further coordination with the County will be required to review
the proposed trail connection to Centerville Road, as it is located within their right-of-way.
MnDOT
See the enclosed memorandum, which is acknowledged in the recommended conditions of approval.
Engineering Department
See the enclosed memorandum, which is acknowledged in the recommended conditions of approval.
Fire Department
See the enclosed memorandum, which is acknowledged in the recommended conditions of approval.
VLAWMO
See the enclosed memorandum, which is acknowledged in the recommended conditions of approval.
Building Department
The Building Official reviewed the proposed plans and had no comments concerning the zoning/land use
approvals being requested in this case. Staff did conduct a preliminary review of the applicable Building
Code standards for construction of the proposed five-story wood-frame building. Based on information
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provided by the project Architect, staff assumes that the appropriate construction standards will be
followed in compliance with the Building Code.
Public Hearing Notice
According to Chapters 6.040(3), 6.060(4), 18A.040(6)(d), and 28.090 of the City Code, respectively, a
public hearing notice must be published in the official newspaper and mailed to property owners within
350 feet of the subject property at least ten (10) days prior to the Planning Commission meeting. The
required notice was published in the June 13 edition of the Vadnais Heights Press and mailed to
surrounding property owners on June 14.
In addition to mailing the required public hearing notice, staff sent out a separate notification letter to
nearby properties within developments/neighborhoods that were outside of the 350-foot buffer. The intent
was to ensure every property owner within the potential impact area was notified of the public hearing
process in consideration of the requests in this case.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends approval of Ordinance 728 for Rezoning, Planned Unit Development, Site Plan, and
Preliminary Plat requests, based on the findings of fact, with conditions.
Action Requested
Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission may consider the following actions:
1. Recommend approval of the proposed Ordinance 728 for Rezoning, Planned Unit Development,
Site Plan, and Preliminary Plat requests, based on the findings of fact, with conditions.
OR
2. Recommend denial of the proposed Ordinance 728 for Rezoning, Planned Unit Development, Site
Plan, and Preliminary Plat requests, based on the finding of fact that the flexibility being requested
as part of the Planned Unit Development process is not justified and the proposed project is an
unreasonable development of the subject property, including any additional findings as determined
by the Planning Commission.
OR
3. Table the requests and advise staff to extend the application review period an additional 60 days,
in compliance with Minn. Stat. Sec. 15.99.

Attachments:
• DRAFT Ordinance 728
• Parking standards table
• Multi-family residential development articles (2)
• Aerial site maps (2)
• Site photos
• Example elevations
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•
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•
•
•
•

MnDOT letter, dated May 11, 2018
City Engineer memorandum, dated May 25, 2018
Fire Chief memorandum, dated May 30, 2018
VLAWMO memorandum, dated June 6, 2018
Application, including supporting materials
Public Hearing Notice/ Notification letter
Public comments
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CITY OF VADNAIS HEIGHTS
COUNTY OF RAMSEY
STATE OF MINNESOTA
ORDINANCE NO. 728
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP FOR CERTAIN
PORTIONS OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4107 AND 4085 CENTERVILLE ROAD,
INCLUDING PORTIONS OF UNADDRESSED ADJACENT PROPERTIES UNDER
COMMON OWNERSHIP, FROM RESIDENCE THREE (R-3) TO PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (PUD)
The City Council of the City of Vadnais Heights does hereby ordain:
I.
The Official Zoning Map of Vadnais Heights, as referenced in Chapter 7.020 of the City Code, is
hereby amended in the following respects:
The following land is to be rezoned to Planned Unit Development District and is subject to certain
conditions included as part of the Development Agreement for the proposed development:
Those described in Exhibit A.
More commonly, the properties include portions of PID 213022340004, PID 213022340005, PID
213022340009 (4107 Centerville Road), and PID 213022340008 (4085 Centerville Road) and are
proposed to be known as Lot 1, Block 1, Aster Meadows Apartment Plat.
II.
This Ordinance shall take effect and be enforced from and after its passage and publication.
PASSED by the City Council of the City of Vadnais Heights, Minnesota, this XX day of
XXX, 2018.
______________________________
Bob Fletcher, Mayor
ATTEST:
_________________________________
Kevin Watson, City Administrator

Ordinance 728
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EXHIBIT A
Legal Description:

Ordinance 728
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Multi-family Residential Parking Standards (not including Senior Housing)
City
Spaces/Unit Spaces/Bedroom
Apple Valley
2.50
Arden Hills
1.00
Eagan
2.00
Eden Prairie
2.00
Edina
2.00
Golden Valley
1.50
Maple Grove
2.00
Maplewood
2.00
Mendota Heights
2.50
Minnetonka
2.00
Mounds View
2.50
New Brighton
1.50
St. Louis Park
1.00
Shoreview
2.50
Spring Lake Park
2.50
Roseville
1.00
Vadnais Heights
2.00
White Bear Lake
2.00
White Bear Township
2.50
Recent Projects
Spaces/Unit Spaces/Bedroom
Arden Hills/Arden Flats
2.00
Arden Hills/E Street Flats
1.76
Eagan/City Vue
1.30
Golden Valley/Hello
1.50
Maplewood/Conifer Ridge
2.00
Mendota Heights/The Reserve at Mendota Village
1.60
Minnetonka/Carlson Island
1.55
1.03
Minnetonka/Chase-Nine Mile
1.60
Minnetonka/Rowland
1.60
1.34
Minnetonka/Tonka Creek
1.49
1.15
Minnetonka/The Ridge
2.00
0.93
Minnetonka/Highland Bank
1.78
1.20
New Brighton/The View at Long Lake
1.75
St. Louis Park/Elliot
1.43
Shoreview/McMillan
1.74
Shoreview/Lakeview Terrace
1.73
White Bear Lake/Boatworks Commons
1.37
Vadnais Heights/Willow Ridge East
2.17
Vadnais Heights/Aster Meadows
1.83
1.25
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Twin Cities building up more than out (Crane Watch)
Apr 5, 2018, 6:36am CDT

Shifting real estate trends are leading to the Twin Cities becoming a market where
builders are going up more than they're going out.
Developers will complete 5,100 apartments in Twin Cities in 2018, the most in a
year since 2000, according to Marcus & Millichap’s first-quarter market report.
Meanwhile, single-family home construction is yet to fully rebound from the
recession of a decade ago. The number of single-family home permits issued in
2017 was 16 percent below the historical average for the Twin Cities, according to a
housing report by the University of St. Thomas Shenehon Center for Real Estate.

NANCY KUEHN

Legacy Lofts, a 14-story condo tower at 1240 Second
St. S is one of several high-density multifamily

projects in the Twin Cities.
St. Thomas Director of Real Estate Programs Herb Tousley said the cost to build
single-family homes is rising because of increasing land prices, material and labor
costs and permitting fees. That’s making it hard to build homes for less than $350,000, a price that many can’t afford.

“Builders are going to look at how to do more density on a given piece of land because the more units you can get on a
piece of land the price goes down,” he said. “So I think you're going to find more townhouse units and smaller apartment
buildings filling the housing needs.”
Apartment builders are showing no signs of slowing down. Despite 4,200 new apartments last year and 18,000 in the
past five years, the multifamily vacancy rate still stands at 3.4 percent and rents increased by 4.6 percent in the first
quarter of 2018, according to Marcus & Millichap. That rent increase comes on the tails of a 5.9 percent rent increase in
2017.
Despite an average rent of $1,300 a month, people are staying in apartments versus buying a home. Median traditional
home sales reached $255,000 in February 2018, an increase of 10 percent over February 2017.
“If people can't find a starter home they may decide to live in an apartment for another year or two, which would
contribute to the demand,” Tousley said.
There’s also the issue that even when you get into the exurbs, where land is cheaper, people aren’t willing to commute
such long distances.
“I just don’t see the sprawl continuing. There are exceptions to that, but we’re starting to see some pushback,” Tousley
said. “It used to be the cost of gas and wear and tear on your car, but now it’s a time issue. Do you really want to spend
45 minutes to an hour each way on a commute?"
The trend is harsher for lower income families. In addition to the lack of affordable houses, the vacancy rates for Class C
apartments is now 1.7 percent, a trend that has pushed rents for those apartments up 6.5 percent last year, according to
Marcus & Millichap.
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So where are all these new apartments being built? Check out the Business Journal’s interactive Crane Watch map, which
shows more than 100 developments in the Twin Cities.
Nick Halter
Senior Reporter/Broadcaster

Minneapolis / St. Paul Business
Journal
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BUSINESS

Apartment construction has been
booming in the Twin Cities, but is about
to boom even more
It's likely to change the dynamics of residential real estate as an era
of ultralow vacancies and steadily rising rents may come to an end.
By Jim Buchta (http://www.startribune.com/jim-buchta/10644536/) Star Tribune
MARCH 18, 2018 — 4:18PM

Developers built nearly 24,000 apartments in the Twin Cities since 2010 in what’s been
seen as a booming market. But the action this year and next will blow all that away.
By the end of next year, builders will have completed another 13,000 units, chiefly
market-rate and luxury apartments, in the metro. A much smaller number of incomerestricted apartments will also get built.
It’s an unprecedented pace that’s likely to change the dynamics of residential real estate
in the Twin Cities. An era of ultralow vacancies and steadily rising rents may come to an
end.
“It’s not going to be a crash, but it will be a normalization of the market,” said Brenda
Hvambsal, a vice president with Steven Scott Management, a St. Louis Park-based
property management firm.
The arrival of so many new apartments this decade is a testament to the economic
health of the region, which has a lower-than-national average unemployment rate and a
growing population.

Apartment boom
Number of new apartment units built in seven-county metro area.

(http://stmedia.startribune.com/images/ows_152132273760224
AARON LAVINSKY, STAR TRIBUNE

The newest Twin Cities high-rise is the 431-unit
Hub, near the University of Minnesota.

*2018 and 2019 figures are estimates
Source: Dougherty Mortgage, Marquette Advisors • Created with Datawrapper

The number of apartments has grown 2.4 percent annually, the 24th-fastest rate among
U.S. metro areas but well behind places like Denver and Charlotte, where apartment
growth was 5 percent or more, according to RealPage, a technology and analytics
company.
“It is an aggressive building pace by Minneapolis standards, but it’s not over-the-top
volume when you compare it to other spots,” said Greg Willett, chief economist at
RealPage.
The demand for more apartments in the Twin Cities is clear. For nearly a decade, the
vacancy rate for market-rate rentals has been around 3.5 percent. That’s tight; 5 percent
is considered normal.
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Tom Lund, a veteran developer whose latest
project is the Hub, a 431-unit tower near the
University of Minnesota and shown at left. It’s
larger than anything that will hit the market this
year. Lund said that baby boomers and empty
nesters are selling their houses and moving into
upscale rentals with condo-quality finishes,
enabling them to the test the urban lifestyle.
“The biggest surprise to me is the strong demand
from nontraditional renters,” he said. “My friends
and neighbors are selling their homes and
exploring urban living.”
Though the homeownership rate recently posted
its first increase since the recession, a shortage of
house listings is stifling home sales, forcing many
would-be buyers to rent instead. Last year, renters
moved into 3,465 new apartments in the sevencounty metro area — slightly more than were built — and nearly 1,000 more than in
2016, according to Marquette Advisors, a real estate consulting firm.
If renters continue to move into new apartments at a rate of around 3,000 units a year
while new construction exceeds 6,000 units, the market’s vacancy rate will rise to
around 7 percent, said Brent Wittenberg, a Marquette vice president.
“A slowdown in absorption was in fact expected over the past several months but hasn’t
materialized,” Wittenberg said.
Throughout the metro, demand for apartments has largely been fueled by job growth.
The Twin Cities saw one apartment get rented for every 12.6 jobs added last year, a rate
that was steady from 2016, Wittenberg said.
In recent years, much of the new apartment construction was concentrated in
Minneapolis and St. Paul. But that began to shift to the suburbs last year, a change that
will accelerate this year and next. Roughly half of the new units will be in the suburbs
this year, but by next year that figure will rise to around 70 percent.
There’s pent-up demand and less-expensive land in the suburbs, and competition for
renters is heating up, said Thomas O’Neil, vice president of market development for
Dougherty Mortgage LLC in Minneapolis.
That means that the first areas to experience the shift in the power dynamic away from
landlords may be in downtown Minneapolis. This year, 1,300 units in eight projects are
expected to open in the central city, a study by Dougherty Mortgage found.
The vacancy rate is already 4.8 percent downtown and could rise to about 9 percent by
this time next year, Marquette’s Wittenberg predicts. Downtown Minneapolis last
experienced a pop in vacancies amid a flurry of construction in 2013 and 2014, when a
surge to a 9.8 percent vacancy rate took about 18 months to rebalance.
But at the moment, downtown property managers are showing few signs of worry.
“We feel good about the current supply and market conditions,” said Nick Murnane,
director of real estate development for Opus Development Company, which is building
the 365 Nicollet, a sleek 369-unit tower with one-of-a-kind amenities that’s flanked by
similar towers that have opened during the past couple years.
The company is closely monitoring showings and leasing patterns at its nearby Variant
North Loop apartments, which opened in December.
“We are continuing to see great leasing activity in the North Loop,” Murnane said.
Landlords around the metro have had to do little extra to woo tenants. One of the first
signs of weakness in a market is free rent and other concessions, but they are scarce in
the Twin Cities.
RealPage shows that rent discounts were offered on only 9.9 percent of the rental units
in the metro. Among the 50 largest metros, that was the second-lowest rate for that
measure. By comparison, rent giveaways are being offered for 35 percent of the stock in
both Las Vegas and San Antonio.
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Rents, too, have remained solid. At the end of last year, the overall average market rent
was $1,155, up 5.4 percent.
Willett, the economist at RealPage, expects rent growth metrowide to slow to about 3
percent and to flatten in downtown Minneapolis and in around the University of
Minnesota.
“There aren’t any real red flags for the Minneapolis market,” Willett said. “But I’d expect
little bumps in the market.”

jim.buchta@startribune.com

612-673-7376
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Case 18-007: Surrounding Residential Development
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Metropolitan District
1500 County Road B2 West
Roseville, MN 55113
May 11th, 2018
Nolan Wall
City of Vadnais Heights
800 East County Road E
Vadnais Heights, MN 55127
SUBJECT:

Aster Meadow Apartments
MnDOT Review P18-026
West side of I-35E, NW quad of CSAH 59 and CSAH 12
Vadnais Heights, Ramsey County
Control Section 6281

Dear Mr. Wall,
The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) has reviewed the proposed Aster Meadow Apartments in
compliance with Minnesota Statute 505.03, subdivision 2, Plats. Before any further development, please address
the following issues:
Bike-Ped:
The developer should be aware that there is a bicycle/pedestrian trail located along the east side of the
development along Centerville Road. Additionally MnDOT recommends that the developer works with the City
of Vadnais Heights and Ramsey County to ensure the proposed Nature Trail connection is built to current
standards.
For questions on these comments, please contact Cameron Muhic (cameron.muhic@state.mn.us or 651-2347797).
Noise:
MnDOT's policy is to assist local governments in promoting compatibility between land use and highways.
Residential uses located adjacent to highways often result in complaints about traffic noise. Traffic noise from this
highway could exceed noise standards established by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the U.S. Department of Transportation. Minnesota Rule
7030.0030 states that municipalities having the authority to regulate land use shall take all reasonable measures to
prevent the establishment of land use activities, listed in the MPCA's Noise Area Classification (NAC), anywhere
that the establishment of the land use would result in immediate violations of established State noise standards.
MnDOT policy regarding development adjacent to existing highways prohibits the expenditure of highway funds
for noise mitigation measures in such developed areas. The project proposer is required to assess the existing
noise situation and take the action deemed necessary to minimize the impact to the proposed development from
any highway noise. If you have any questions regarding MnDOT's noise policy please contact Natalie Ries in
Metro District’s Noise and Air Quality Unit at 651-234-7681 or Natalie.Ries@state.mn.us.

An equal opportunity employer

Permits:
Any use of or work within or affecting MnDOT right of way requires a permit. Permit forms are available from
MnDOT’s utility website: http://www.dot.state.mn.us/utility/forms.html. Please include one 11x17 plan set and
one full size plan set with each permit application.
Please direct any questions regarding permit requirements to Buck Craig (651-234-7911) of MnDOT’s Metro
Permits Section.
Review Submittal Options:
MnDOT’s goal is to complete the review of plans within 30 days. Submittals sent in electronically can usually be
turned around faster. There are four submittal options. Please submit either:
1. An electronic .pdf version of the plans. MnDOT can accept the plans via e-mail at
metrodevreviews.dot@state.mn.us provided that each separate e-mail is less than 20 megabytes.
2. A compact disc with the plans in .pdf format. The disc can be sent to:
MnDOT – Metro District Planning Section
Development Reviews Coordinator
1500 West County Road B-2
Roseville, MN 55113
3. A .pdf version of the plans sent to MnDOT’s external shared workspace site located at:
https://mft.dot.state.mn.us. Please contact MnDOT development review staff gain access to the shared
workspace site. Also, please send a note to metrodevreviews.dot@state.mn.us indicating the file name
and stating that the plans have been submitted on the shared workspace site.
4. If you are unable to send the plans electronically, please submit a set of full size plans to the above
address.
If you have any questions concerning this review, contact me at (651) 234-7788.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Wiltgen
Principal Planner

Copy sent via E-Mail:
Dale Gade, Area Engineer
Cameron Muhic, Bike-Ped
Natalie Ries, Noise
Gayle Gedstad, Traffic
Bryce Fossand, Water Resources
Nancy Jacobson, Design
Buck Craig, Permits
Kirby Schwarzkopf, Right-of-Way
Rebecca Parzyck, Right-of-Way

Mark Beatty, Surveys
Gregg Gund, Ramsey County Surveys
Russ Owen, Metropolitan Council

Edward J. Leier
Fire Chief

Vadnais Heights Fire Department
3595 Arcade Street
Vadnais Heights, MN 55127

651.204.6032 Phone
Edward.leier@cityvadnaisheights.com

Memorandum:
FROM:

Ed Leier, Fire Chief

DATE:

May 30, 2018

SUBJECT:

Aster Meadows Apartment Building

The Vadnais Heights Fire Department has reviewed the plans submitted for the new Aster Meadows
Apartment Building. The following are our requirements:
•

All roads and drive lane shall meet the Vadnais Heights Fire Department requirements for widths
and turning radiuses. Including an approved minimum 20 foot wide Fire apparatus drive lane
around the building. Provide layout showing Vadnais turning radius overlay on drive lanes.

•

The minimum height and width of the drive lanes in the underground parking garage shall be 9
feet in height and 20 feet in width.

•

The building shall be fully sprinkler to meet NFPA 13 standards.

•

The building shall be equipped with a complete Fire Alarm system to meet NFPA 72 with carbon
monoxide detection.

•

The sprinkler system shall be properly monitored by a qualified monitoring company.

•

The Fire Department Connection shall be in an approved location near the main entrance.

•

The fire hydrant shall be located within 50 feet of the Fire Department connection in an approved
location.

•

The Fire Department Lock Box shall be located near the main entrance in an approved location.

•

Sprinkler and alarm rooms shall be properly labeled.

•

Address number shall be plainly visible from the street fronting the property and shall
contrasting color from the background.

•

The south EMERGENCY VEHICLE ONLY entrance shall have an approved gate or means of
controlling access. This entrance shall be maintained accessible at all times.
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Nolan W. Wall, AICP
Planning/Community Development Director

The City of Vadnais Heights
800 East County Road E
Vadnais Heights, MN 55127

651.204.6027 Phone
651.204.6100 Fax
nolan.wall@cityvadnaisheights.com

June 13, 2018
ATTN: Property Owner
RE:

Proposed Multi-Family Residential Development at County Road F/Centerville Road

Dear Property Owner:
The City has received an application for a proposed 156-unit multi-family residential development on the
northwest corner of the County Road F/Centerville Road intersection. The requests include rezoning, planned
unit development, site plan review, and preliminary plat.
The City Code requires public hearing notices to be mailed to property owners within 350 feet of the subject
property. In this case, due to the size of the subject property and proposed development, the City is providing
additional notification to surrounding property owners outside of the 350-foot notice range.
Please be aware that public hearings on this proposal will be held on the following dates at City Hall:
• Planning Commission – Tuesday, June 26 at 7:00 PM
• City Council – Tuesday, July 17 at 7:00 PM (tentative)
The applications and proposed plans are available for review at City Hall from 8:00 AM – 4:30 PM, Monday –
Friday. Please contact me with any questions at nolan.wall@cityvadnaisheights.com or (651) 204-6027.
Sincerely,
The City of Vadnais Heights

Nolan Wall, AICP
Planning/Community Development Director

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

gale martz
Nolan Wall
Regarding Proposed Multi-Family Development
Friday, June 15, 2018 5:04:56 PM

I live on county road F at 858 and am VERY concerned about an Apartment Bldg going in at
the corner of F & Centerville!!!
We protested Wal-Mart going in years ago, and since it has the neighborhood has CHANGED.
We assumed some day that the property at the corner would be developed with the SAME
kind of mutil housing that already exists
along Centerville Road. Building an Apartment Building is a TOTALLY different animal. It
will bring in a different Element & add to
increased traffic at the intersection.
156 units could mean over 300 individual vehicles
Apartment Buildings already exist on the North side of hwy 96 and should be kept together.
Then what does this mean for OUR property tax...I believe it will LOWER the value of our
homes!!!
Gale & Greg Martz

