BUFFALO PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Meeting: Monday, April 11, 2022
Place: Buffalo City Center
Time: 7:00 p.m.
The meeting is available to view by streaming live on the City of Buffalo’s website or by
viewing Spectrum Channel 180. Comments, concerns, and testimony are encouraged.
General comments from the community can be submitted at any time to City staff via
phone at 763-682-1181 or email at cityoffices@ci.buffalo.mn.us as well as in person at
the meeting.
1.

CALL TO ORDER

2.

OPEN FORUM
This is the time that residents or developers can bring items before the Planning
Commission not yet scheduled for hearing or formal review by the Commission
and not on the regular agenda.

3.

APPROVAL OF MARCH 14 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

4.

AGENDA ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

5.

COUNCIL REVIEW

6.

PUBLIC HEARING – BUFFALO DENTAL, ZONING AMENDMENT, 1000
HWY 25 S, PID 103-500-323203
Buffalo Dental currently occupies a parcel that is zoned A-1 Agriculture. They
have a Conditional Use permit to operate the business and have a Variance for
the sign that is on their property. They’d like to make improvements to their
building and free-standing sign. For their future needs, they need to be rezoned
to B-2 Limited Business District.

Planning Commission Agenda
7.
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PUBLIC HEARING –BUFFALO POINT PRELIMINARY PLAT &
DEVELOPMENT STAGE PUD, 7TH AVE NW (COUNTY ROAD 12) AND LAKE
BLVD, PIDS 103-147-000020 AND
103-500-252121
Applicant has applied for preliminary plat and Development Stage PUD for a
proposed residential development at the northeast intersection of County Road
12 and Lake Boulevard NW. The development area is approximately 8.5 acres
and is proposed to include 15 luxury villa homes that would overlook the natural
wetland and Buffalo Lake.

8.

OTHER

Planning Commission Minutes
March 14, 2022
CALL TO ORDER
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, Chair George Fantauzza called the Planning
Commission Meeting to order on the 14th day of March 2022 at 7:00 p.m. in the Council
Chambers of the City Center at 212 Central Avenue. Present were Planning Commission
Members Derek Hudyma, Lisa Marie Smith, Jameson Wakefield (Council Liaison),
George Fantauzza, Paul Olson, and Jeremy Welter. Also present were Planner Steve
Grittman, Community Planning & Economic Development Director David Kelly, and
Videographer Matthew Scherber. Absent was Ann Vars.
OPEN FORUM
No one spoke during the open forum opportunity.
APPROVAL OF February 14 PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
Hudyma had one correction for the minutes and stated that he voted for his nomination
as Vice-Chair rather than abstaining.
Wakefield made a motion to approve, Welter seconded.
VOTE
Hudyma
Smith Fantauzza Wakefield
Aye
X
X
X
X
Nay
Abstain
Absent
Vote was 6 to 0. All in favor. Motion passed.

Olson
X

Welter
X

Vars

X

AGENDA DELETIONS – APPLICANT’S REQUEST - PUBLIC HEARING – Buffalo
Point Preliminary Plat & Development Stage PUD, (County Road 12 and 7th
Ave NW) XXXX Lori Lane PID 103-147-000020 and PID 103-500-251121 Tabled until
April 11, 2022.
COUNCIL REVIEW
Wakefield updated the Planning Commission on the rescinded application for CUP from
Charter School Capital, Council action. Wakefield also discussed a proposal for a splash
pad in West Pulaski Park, and potential funding options for this proposal.
PUBLIC HEARING – Rebecca Sanda, Zoning Amendment for 501 1st St NE
PID 103-056-002020 Applicant is under contract to purchase the property at 502 1st
St. NE. which is currently zoned R-3 (Single- and Two-Family District). Applicant is
asking for a zoning amendment change from R-3 to an R-4 Low Density Multi-family
District. Her original intent is to utilize an existing apartment w/separate entrance inside
the home.

Planner Grittman provided an overview of this item and his recommendation.
Chairman Fantauzza inquired about the parking implications of rezoning this parcel.
Grittman stated that with the parking requirement of 2 spaces per unit, the rezoning of
this site for more units would require more parking to be created, and that the
impervious surface calculation would be changed. Commissioner Wakefield asked if the
property would be served by an alley. Grittman confirmed this.
Commissioner Hudyma inquired how many existing parking spaces are available.
Grittman said it appears that although the satellite image of the parking doesn’t show it,
he can assume that it meets the existing requirement. Hudyma also inquired about the
definition of a zoning edge and boundary. Planner Grittman stated that the property is
located at least 1 lot away from the boundary on each side of the parcel.
Chairman Fantauzza asked the applicant to come before the podium. Rebecca Sanda,
applicant, stated that the existing parking consists of 1 garage and the remainder is
gravel but does believe more parking could be created than what currently exists.
Sanda believes a 3rd unit is already in existence and would like to avoid removing any
existing tenants and would like to live in the new unit that would be created. While she
is aware of the concerns with the character of the neighborhood, she believes her
proposal would not change the character of the neighborhood as the exterior would
remain and the entrance would be inside.
Chairman Fantauzza discussed a letter submitted in response to the applicant by
Michelle Hansen of 501 1st Street NE that opposes this proposal. In this letter, Hansen
stated her belief that a multi-housing complex would adversely affect the existing
neighborhood through increased traffic and parking issues- especially during the
morning and evening commutes. She also stated concerns that it would create unsafe
conditions for students and children. Applicant Sanda responded that she understands
the concerns but believes that converting the property to a triplex would allow for a
new member to join the Buffalo community.
Chairman Fantauzza asked for the public to speak and reiterated the importance of
relying on zoning to ensure continuity of the neighborhood. Kelly of 602 2nd St spoke of
concerns about setting a standard if the parcel were to be rezoned and is concerned
about the number of apartments and existing rental housing in the city. Jennifer Brady
of 409 1st Street inquired how this proposal would help the existing neighborhood and
raised concerns about traffic and parking. Fantauzza reiterated the importance of
parking in the broader development that is being created. Fantauzza closed the public
hearing.
Commissioner Welter spoke about the back alleyway on the property and stated that he
has lived there in the past, and from his experience with the parcel, the maximum
parking reasonable is four vehicles if parked on the grass but this many would not be

feasible on the designated parking pad. He does not believe this parking would disrupt
the neighbors and believes you could feasibly park in the alley but that would not be a
designated parking area. Welter stated that he understood the intent for the proposal
and believes this proposal has merit but has concerns around spot zoning along with
the future implications of the property and does not believe this proposal would fit the
criteria for a variance.
Commissioner Wakefield discussed a similar proposal in the past that was discussed,
and that the application was denied due to spot zoning as well.
Commissioner Smith appreciated the applicant following due process and is inspired by
the applicant bringing something new and being entrepreneurial with their asset but
concurs with the belief that they must avoid spot zoning and this proposal does not
warrant losing the integrity of the zone as it is. Smith reiterated the question of what
the benefit of the community would be.
Chairman Fantauzza discussed the “hardship” requirement for a variance, and that he
appreciates the applicant following through with due process. Fantauzza also discussed
his concern between homeownership and apartment-ownership and its impact on
neighbor’s property values. Therefore, spot zoning would create concerns if the existing
zoning structure is not followed.
Commissioner Olson stated that the idea is a good one and appreciates the applicant
speaking before the Commission and their enthusiasm, but the review of the Zoning
Code in the past by the Commission was meant to create some consistency across the
city and this proposal speaks to this effort. Olsen stated that the “hardship” requirement
for a variance appears to be more for a vision, and not necessarily a hardship. Olson
stated that the applicant can choose to go before the Council for the final decision if
they would like, as the Commission just provides a recommendation.
Commissioner Wakefield motioned to recommend denial of the proposal stated in NAC
Report File 137.03 - 22.03, dated March 8, 2022. Commissioner Smith seconded.
VOTE

Hudyma

Smith

Wakefield

Fantauzz
a
X

Olson

Aye
X
X
X
X
Nay
Abstain
Absent
Vote was 6-0. All in favor. Motion recommended to deny.

Welter

Vars

X
X

CONCEPT REVIEW –Tamarack-Bjorklund Residential Subdivision
PID 103-245-000040
Applicant submitted plans for Residential Subdivision consisting of 103 single family lots
and a 68-unit apartment site, located east of Settler’s Point 2nd Addn.
Planner Grittman provided overview of the proposal but did not provide a
recommendation as it is a concept review.
Commissioner Hudyma inquired about the proximity of the creek bed to a senior
housing development on another proposal in an adjacent property to the north. Planner
Grittman verified that the creek runs just adjacent to the 300-foot shoreland zone for
that development, and that there is intent for construction of that property to remain
outside of the creek bed. Hudyma stated that he believes there is a lack of housing and
that the market is slim, but that he appreciates the open space in the city and believes
there are a substantial number of houses in a relatively small area and is concerned
about a lack of greenspace- and that a path along the creek does not appear to be a
place for recreation but rather is just meeting a requirement. Hudyma raised concerns
about the amount of impervious area and locating houses near the train tracks that
could create noise concerns.
Commissioner Olson stated that he is always looking for creativity and does not believe
the project is particularly creative. He believes the site is unique and would like the
applicant to make better use of it and believes the rationale for putting smaller lots and
homes near train tracks for lower pricing may be insufficient. Olson is not opposed to
the development of the parcel and believes a need exists for homes on smaller lots that
are more affordable, but would like to see more creativity and is not in favor of slab-ongrade homes on 55-foot lots if not blended-in. Olson stated his preference for
something that would give the neighborhood a greater sense of character and
suggested a curvature of the road. He stated traffic concerns given the number of
houses and trips per day by residents and has concerns about the 2 apartments that
would be created on both sides Settlers Parkway in prime periods of the day. Olsen
stated concerns about intrusion into wetland and that there is a calculation for density
by the DNR, but the Commission cannot assume that what this concept meets these
density requirements. He reiterated the importance of green space and questions the
purpose of the trail as proposed and suggested a central trail that people can utilize if
they would like to go to Target or Speedway. Olson stated concerns about the trail
being considered greenspace and does not know of a playground in the area
surrounding the Settlers parkway, and that this parcel is one of the last opportunities to
create functional greenspaces like the Rodeo Hills development- which has a park and
playground paid for by the developer of the property that is heavily used. Therefore,
Olson believes constructing a park on this parcel would satisfy the need both for this
development and the surrounding area for a park- potentially on Harvest Trail – that
could ultimately make the development more desirable rather than creating a

development that just tolerates the train tracks. Olson stated his hope for sidewalks to
be constructed on both sides of this development, to which Planner Grittman confirmed
is a requirement of the code. Olson stated his hope for exploring the size of the roads,
as the current approach for width of roads may be too difficult to drive for busses and
other larger vehicles if a street is busy. Olson stated that he struggles with PUD’s
because the zoning code that was developed after much effort is not being used, and
while PUD’s have often been used quite freely, he would like the applicant to explore
creating a standard development in existing zoning.
Chairman Fantauzza concurred with Commissioner Olson on many of the points made.
Commissioner Wakefield stated that he recognizes the difficulty for developers between
land prices and trying to profit of a development, and applauds the applicant for
creating entry-level pricing, but feels there may need to be more creativity with this
unique piece of land in respect to the wetland/greenspace. Wakefield stated that the
reason PUDs are becoming more popular is because the remaining developable land left
in the city is rather difficult to develop, and believes this proposal is a good start and is
in favor of utilizing some of the smaller space on the northern side for a multi-family
structure, as he believes there is not enough rental opportunities in the city- especially
for affordable housing in today’s housing market. Wakefield stated that he also agrees
with what Commissioner Olson had said regarding this proposal.
Commissioner Welter stated that he is always in favor of affordable housing and would
like to see more of it, and wants to create opportunities to bring ambitious, young
residents to the community to grow the city. Welter has concerns with the amount of
housing for the size of the lot in one area, especially when it comes to meeting
minimum square foot requirements for existing zoning. Welter understands the desire
for having the proposal be a PUD and would also like the applicant to explore a
playground per Commissioner Olson’s suggestion given the impact on young families.
He does not believe the sidewalk/bike path will be used often and would like there to be
something more creative and interactive for the neighborhood to enjoy the creek.
Welter stated concerns about the traffic implications of this proposal, especially during
peak commuting times when a train comes by and if each proposed home has 1 or 2
vehicles. He stated that as this development would be seen from Hwy 55 coming into
town, he would like to see a natural screening as a sound barrier from the train for
residents and create a privacy barrier so that the housing is not the main focus for
those coming in to buffalo. Welter also stated concerns relating to street width where
cars could be parked on the street.
Chairman Fantauzza stated that the apartment may need to have fire department
access around the ring of the building and believes the development is too dense,
especially compared to the housing to the west. He stated his belief that a PUD may not
be ideal, and while he understands the desire to having smaller yards, this would not be
the best route for this. Fantauzza stated that an important consideration in creating

affordable housing is the cost a developer pays for the land to build upon and does not
believe that he would vote for a 55-foot lot for this development as it currently stands
due to density concerns.
Commissioner Hudyma stated that he is generally leaning more towards utilizing a PUD
option in some cases and believes that the City is in a difficult spot for what is
developable land under existing zoning. However, he is also concerned about the need
to use a PUD so often given the precedent that is created. Chairman Fantauzza stated
that a PUD is an option to consider but wants to be careful about when a PUD is
granted by the Commission.
Commissioner Smith is concerned with the higher density, traffic, and congestion of this
proposal. She believes that the sound and aesthetic barrier relative to the train tracks is
worthwhile, but also would like the applicant to consider safety with moving homes
closer to Hwy 55 and between the railroad and the highway- especially for children who
may want to run across the highway to visit Target.
Applicant Brian Theis with Tamarack Land Development stated that the 55-foot lots are
narrow due to the intention to create a transition from density on the west side of the
site to the railroad tracks. He stated that the 55-foot lots would still give a builder the
ability to create 3-car garage on the lot, and that these lots would be priced more
competitively while still having a home that could be found on a larger lot. He is
certainly open to revisiting this lot size and could be open to creating a combination of
different lot sizes. Chairman Fantauzza suggested that creating a park could assist with
the lot size discussion if the yards are smaller, as the children would play in the park
rather than the yard generally.
Applicant Theis said that he is happy to hear that the apartment building is not entirely
out of the question and would be open to exploring the engineering of the apartment
building. Chairman Fantauzza agreed that the apartment was not a proposal would be
denied outright, and that the Commission appears open to the idea.
Commissioner Welter reiterated that the vision itself is great as well as the use, but still
has concerns with the density.
Applicant Theis said that the renderings provided is not the exact home model but
would explore this further with a builder when one is chosen. He stated that the most
of what is presented was a slab-on-grade home, citing water table concerns regarding
the basement, but generally lets the site speak to what can be built regarding this.
Commissioner Wakefield asked about concerns with the DNR and density site. Theis
confirmed conversations have been had with City staff and that there are concerns
relating to the creek, but work continues this.

Chairman Fantauzza said he sees a lot of good in the proposal, but suggests applicant
investigate how the residents will use the space and focus on neighbors that are
already there. Focusing on park space is important- especially for neighbors who may
like the parcel as it currently exists.
Commissioner Olson inquired about the apartment and the potential for underground
parking, and if the proximity to the wetland would make underground parking
unrealistic. Theis said this would have to be reviewed and while this works in concept,
there is some concern about this and its proximity to the creek. Olson stated that if
underground parking is not realistic, they will have to explore above-ground parking
which could present concerns about impervious surface percentages.
Chairman Fantauzza stated that an apartment at this parcel could be vibrant and
inquired at how many stories would be needed. Theis stated that this apartment would
likely be 3 stories.
OTHER – None
ADJOURN
Commissioner Wakefield motioned to adjourn. Commissioner Hudyma seconded.
Meeting ended at 8:16 P.M.
VOTE
Hudyma
Smith Wakefield Fantauzza
Aye
X
X
X
X
Nay
Abstain
Absent
Vote was 6 to 0. All in favor. Motion passed.

Chairperson

Community and Economic Development Director

Olson
X

Welter
X

Vars

X
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Buffalo Mayor and City Council
Buffalo Planning Commission

FROM:

Stephen Grittman

DATE:

April 4, 2022

RE:

Buffalo – Buffalo Dental Group Rezoning

FILE NO:

137.03 - 22.06

PROPERTY ADDRESS:

1000 Highway 25 South

PROPERTY PID#:

103-500-323203

Background
Jer, LLC., of behalf of Buffalo Dental Group, has requested the rezoning of their dental clinic
parcel (located at 1000 Highway 25 South) from A-1, Agricultural to B-2, Limited Business.
Having an A-1, Agricultural zoning designation, the dental clinic is considered a “legal
nonconforming use” as such activity is not allowed in the district.
The intent of the requested rezoning is to establish the existing dental clinic as a “conforming
use” and which will potentially allow use-related site improvements, including signage.
Analysis
Purpose of B-2 District. The applicants have requested the rezoning of the subject site to B-2,
Limited Business which lists “dental offices and clinics” as a permitted use.
According to the Zoning Ordinance, the purpose of the B-2 Limited Business District is to
provide for low intensity retail or service outlets which deal directly with the customer for
whom the goods or services are furnished. The uses allowed in the district are to provide
goods and services on a limited community market scale and are to be located only in areas
which are well served by collector or arterial street facilities at the edge of residential
districts.

As shown below, the existing dental clinic site is well-served by an abutting high-volume
roadway (Highway 25) and is located at the edge of two residential zoning districts.

Land Use Compatibility. When considering rezoning requests, the Zoning Ordinance
references Comprehensive Plan policy and compatibility with existing and proposed
surrounding land uses as a required consideration.
The following is a listing of existing uses and zoning designations which border the subject
site:
North
South
East
West

Existing Use
Townhomes

Zoning Designation
R-4, Townhouse,
Quadraminium, Low
Density Multi-family
Vacant/Undeveloped A-1, Agriculture
Vacant/Undeveloped A-1, Agriculture
Swedish Mission
R-1, Single Family
Cemetery
Suburban

Recognizing that the dental clinic was previously reviewed and approved by the City, a
determination was made at that time that such a use in this location is considered compatible
with surrounding uses.
2

Also, considering the dental clinic presently exists, it is considered appropriate to apply a
zoning designation which matches the existing activity upon the site and thus eliminates its
nonconforming use status.
Comprehensive Plan. The City’s Land Use Plan, as provided in the 2007 Comprehensive
Plan, indicates that the subject site is guided for “Rural” use which matches its present A-1,
Agricultural zoning designation.
With the update to the “Community Plan” currently underway, it is suggested that the City’s
Land Use Plan be amended to change the guided use of the subject property from “Rural” to
“Commercial.”
Shoreland Overlay District. The eastern one-half of the subject site lies within the Shoreland
Overlay District of Mary Lake. Thus, it is important to note that any future site improvements,
including building expansions, will be subject to the various development standards imposed
in both the base B-2, Limited Business District and the Shoreland Overlay District.
Summary and Recommendation
The applicants propose to rezone the parcel of land located at 1000 Highway 25 South from
A-1, Agricultural to B-2, Limited Business. The purpose of the requested rezoning is to
establish the existing dental clinic as a “conforming use” which would potentially allow userelated site improvements, including signage.
Considering the dental clinic use was previously reviewed and approved by the City, Planning
Staff believes it is appropriate to apply a zoning designation which matches the activity upon
the site and subsequently removes the dental clinic’s “nonconforming use” status.
Final Note
The applicant submitted a request to revise their current freestanding sign upon rezoning
approval. Upon additional review of the application, it was discovered that the proposed sign
– while complying with the height and square footage requirements of the sign ordinance,
would be sited in a location that requires setback variances to proceed. Because this
determination was not made prior to the deadline for publication, that request is expected to
be considered at the Planning Commission’s May meeting. The future determination on any
sign will need to stand on its own, and is not considered to be germane to the zoning/land use
decision.
pc:

Laureen Bodin
David Kelly
Taylor Gronau
Justin Kannas
Metro West Inspections
Jer, LLC
3

Exhibit 1 – Wetland Documentation

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Midwest Region
Project/Site:

J. Burns

Sampling Date: 10-5-17

City/County: Buffalo / Wright

Applicant/Owner: John Burns
State:
MN 55313
Sampling Point:
Investigator(s): ESA – Ken M.
Section, Township, Range: Sec. 30, T120N, R25W
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):
BS
Local relief (concave, convex, none): CONCAVE
Slope (%):
5%
Lat:
45.1754838
Long:
93.8889648
Datum: NAD83
Soil Map Unit Name:
114 – Glencoe clay loam
NWI or WWI classification: PSSIC
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X
No
(If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation
, Soil
, or Hydrology
significantly disturbed? N
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes
x
Are Vegetation

, Soil

, or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

N

4

No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present?
Yes / No Y
within a Wetland?
Yes / No Y
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Yes / No Y
If yes, optional Wetland site ID:
Hydric Soil Present?
Yes / No Y
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in separate report.)

Soil consists of rock, concrete and asphalt demolition debris.

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30’ radius )
Common Name

Scientific name

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Absolute
% Cover

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

2

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

2

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
= % Total Cover
Scientific name

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Absolute
% Cover

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

= % Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5’ radius )
Common Name

Scientific name

1.

Reed Canary Grass

Phalarus arunducia

Dominant
Species?
Y

2.
3.

Cattail, hybrid

Typha x glauca

Y

Indicator
Status
FACW
OBL

(B)
(A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15’ radius )
Common Name

100

(A)

Absolute
% Cover
50

Total % Cover of:

Multiply by:

OBL species

x1=

FACW species

x2=

FAC species

x3=

FACU species

x4=

UPL species

x5=

Column Totals:
(A)
Prevalence Index = B/A =
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
X

(B)

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation

X Dominance Test is >50%

50

Prevalence Index is ≤3.01
Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

4.
5.
6.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)
1

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

7.
8.

= % Total Cover
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30’ radius )
Common Name

Scientific name

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Absolute
% Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

1.

Yes / No

Y

2.

= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region

Sampling Point 4

SOIL

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(Inches)
0-24

Matrix
Color (moist)
10YR5/1

%

Redox Features
1
Color (moist)
% Type

2

Texture

Remarks

Loc

100

SANDY LOAM

1

2
Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators:
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
Histic Epidon (A2)
Sandy Redox (S5)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Other (Explain in Remarks)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10)
X Depleted Matrix (F3)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes / No

Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

X

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

High Water Table (A2)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Drift Deposits (B3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Geomorphic Position (D2)
X

FAC-Neutral Test (D5

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Yes / No N Depth (inches):
Water Table Present?
Yes / No N Depth (inches):
Saturation Present?
Yes / No Y Depth (inches): 0
Wetland Hydrology Present?
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Yes / No

Y

Remarks: SEEP FROM LOWER PART OF HILL SIDE.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region

WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Midwest Region
Project/Site:

J. Burns

Sampling Date: 10-5-17

City/County: Buffalo / Wright

Applicant/Owner: John Burns
State:
MN 55313
Sampling Point:
Investigator(s): ESA – Ken M.
Section, Township, Range: Sec. 30, T120N, R25W
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):
BS
Local relief (concave, convex, none): CONCAVE
Slope (%):
3%
Lat:
45.1754838
Long:
93.8889648
Datum: NAD83
Soil Map Unit Name:
1030 – PITS, GRAVEL-UDIPSAMMENTS COMPLEX
NWI or WWI classification:
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X
No
(If no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation
, Soil
, or Hydrology
significantly disturbed? N
Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes
x
Are Vegetation

, Soil

, or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

N

5

No

(If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Is the Sampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present?
Yes / No Y
within a Wetland?
Yes / No N
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?
Yes / No N
If yes, optional Wetland site ID:
Hydric Soil Present?
Yes / No Y
Remarks: (Explain alternative procedures here or in separate report.)

Soil consists of rock, concrete and asphalt demolition debris.

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants.
Dominance Test worksheet:

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30’ radius )
Common Name

Scientific name

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Absolute
% Cover

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Number of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:

0

Total Number of Dominant
Species Across All Strata:

2

Percent of Dominant Species
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC:
= % Total Cover
Scientific name

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

Absolute
% Cover

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

= % Total Cover
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5’ radius )
Common Name

Scientific name

1.

Blue Grass, Kentucky

Poa pratensis

Dominant
Species?
Y

2.
3.
4.

Goldenrod, Canada
Thistle, Canada

Solidago canidensis
Cirsium arvense

Y
N

Indicator
Status
FACU
FACU
FACU

(B)
(A/B)

Prevalence Index worksheet:

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15’ radius )
Common Name

0

(A)

Absolute
% Cover
70

Total % Cover of:

Multiply by:

OBL species

x1=

FACW species

x2=

FAC species

x3=

FACU species

x4=

UPL species

x5=

Column Totals:
(A)
Prevalence Index = B/A =
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:

(B)

Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
Dominance Test is >50%

25
5

Prevalence Index is ≤3.01
Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

5.
6.

Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain)
1

Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
be present, unless disturbed or problematic.

7.
8.

100

= % Total Cover

Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30’ radius )
Common Name

Scientific name

Dominant
Species?

Indicator
Status

1.

Absolute
% Cover

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?

Yes / No

N

2.

= Total Cover
Remarks: (Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.)

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region

Sampling Point 5

SOIL

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth
(Inches)
0-4
4-25

Matrix
Color (moist)
10YR4/2
10YR5/2

%
100
80

Redox Features
1
Color (moist)
% Type
7.5YR5/8

20

C

2

Texture

Remarks

Loc

M

SAND & GRAVEL
SAND & GRAVEL

1

2
Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.
Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.
Hydric Soil Indicators:
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3:

Histosol (A1)
Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)
Coast Prairie Redox (A16)
Histic Epidon (A2)
X Sandy Redox (S5)
Iron-Manganese Masses (F12)
Black Histic (A3)
Stripped Matrix (S6)
Other (Explain in Remarks)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Stratified Layers (A5)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
2 cm Muck (A10)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)
Redox Depressions (F8)
5 cm Mucky Peat or Peat (S3)
3
Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and wetland hydrology must be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer (if observed):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present?

Yes / No

Y

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply)

X

Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required)

Surface Water (A1)

Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

High Water Table (A2)

Aquatic Fauna (B13)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

True Aquatic Plants (B14)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

Saturation (A3)
Water Marks (B1)

Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Crayfish Burrows (C8)

Sediment Deposits (B2)

Oxidized Rhizospheres on Living Roots (C3)

Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1)

Drift Deposits (B3)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Algal Mat or Crust (B4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Iron Deposits (B5)

Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Geomorphic Position (D2)
X

FAC-Neutral Test (D5

Field Observations:
Surface Water Present?
Yes / No N Depth (inches):
Water Table Present?
Yes / No N Depth (inches):
Saturation Present?
Yes / No Y Depth (inches): 4
Wetland Hydrology Present?
(includes capillary fringe)
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Yes / No

Y

Remarks: SEEP FROM LOWER PART OF HILL SIDE.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Midwest Region

Exhibit 2 – Soil Boring Documentation

Exhibit 3 – Topography & Right-of-Ways

Exhibit 4 – Alternate Layouts (Pebble Creek & D'Heilly)

street to the east may not be feasible as long planned. With that condition, the
proposed plat layout makes more sense, and avoids a conflict with the Subdivision
Ordinance, which otherwise requires such extensions.
Staff has not yet seen the landscaping plan, which the applicants have indicated would
be available this week for review. If that plan comes in with adequate time, a
supplemental memorandum will be prepared for Planning Commission review in
advance of the meeting. The following report is updated to reflect the change to the
street recommendations for the plat.
Background and Analysis
Kenneth Meek and John Burns, as Grand Point LLC, the potential owner of the
undeveloped subject parcels at County Road 12 (7th Avenue NW) and Lake Blvd
(County 35), are seeking Preliminary Plat and Development Stage PUD review of a
“detached townhome” development. The site plan shows a total of 15 detached units.
The units would gain access from a new public street off of County 12, and is shown to
terminate in a cul-de-sac.
The site itself incorporates approximately 12 acres of land, which includes two parcels
(under a single PID) currently owned by the City. The property totals approximately 12
acres overall, with an area of about 4 acres abutting County 35 as an outlot covering the
majority of the wetland. The single family units would sit on separate parcels,
surrounded by a parcel owned in common. The individual lots range from 2,856 square
feet to 3,432 square feet. Private driveways would extend from the units across the
common parcel to the public street.
The property was reviewed as a Concept Plan by the Planning Commission in
December. At that time, the project proposed 16 homes, and the street was shown
extending to the boundary to the north, allowing future extension to the adjoining
property. As noted, the proposed plat would not accommodate that extension.

2

Concept Plan Comments
Land Use and Zoning. As noted, the plan consists of new public street of 60 feet in right
of way width, intersecting with County 12, and extending east to serve 15 (previously
16) detached townhome units. Prior staff comments noted that the resulting density is
approximately 3 units per acre, exclusive of wetlands and other public spaces.
The site is zoned R-1, Single Family Residential and guided Low Density Residential.
Low Density (R-1 Residential exists to the west, with R-4 and R-6 zoned High-Density
Residential vacant lands to the east. Transitional densities are promoted by the
Comprehensive Plan, and this proposal would be consistent with such a transition at a
slightly higher net density than typical single family neighborhoods, but with a building
style and massing common to single family areas, and gross density of less than 2 units
per acre. The Planning Commission’s comments supported the proposed land use and
density.

3

Zoning Map

Concept Plan Layout

Proposed Preliminary Plat

4

Street Design and Unit Setbacks. The plan relies on a public street proposal in a 60
foot right of way. Moreover, the units have been designed with 30 foot front yard
setbacks (minimum) to the public street, and a minimum of 10 feet between buildings.
Most front yard setbacks are deeper than the required 30 feet, due to topography, unit
design, utility corridors, or other factors. The R-1 zoning district would require the same
front setback, with side building separations of from 10 feet to 20 feet in width.
The primary change, noted above, relates to the revised street layout, with terminates in
a cul-de-sac, rather than extending through to the easterly property line. As noted in
the applicants supplemental narrative, topography, utility corridors, and wetlands (not to
mention parcel layout) all combine to make development of the adjoining property
difficult, through access will be key to utilizing those parcels in an reasonable manner.
Access from this plat, although long a presumed precondition to development of the
area, does not appear to be feasible without extreme environmental and infrastructure
alterations. These conditions meet the Subdivision Ordinance’s exemption from the
requirements for street extension, as follows:
Section 40-218 (b):
Local streets and dead-end streets. Local streets should be so planned as
to discourage their use by non-local traffic. Dead-end streets are
prohibited, but culs-de-sac shall be permitted where topography or other
physical conditions justify their use. Culs-de-sac shall not be longer than
500 feet, including a terminal turn around which shall be provided at the
closed end, with a right-of-way radius of not less than 60 feet.
The proposed cul-de-sac street length is just over 400 feet, consistent with the
requirements of this section.
Project Elements. The applicant has not included specific unit designs or details with
the application. The grading plan indicates that Lots 1-7 along the south side of the
street would accommodate walk-out units, with the main floor levels just above street
grade, then falling to the south through the walk-out level. Fill is added behind the units
to create a rear-yard space, then falling further to accommodate the stormwater pond,
and matching grade with the wetland area.
Lots 10-15 along the north side of the street would be tuck-under designs, as the grade
rises rapidly to the north. Lots 8 and 9 on the east end of the cul-de-sac are shown as
slab-on-grade units. However, it is here that the road is recommended to be extended,
so that change would significantly alter the layout in this area. In this area also, the
grading plan show a mounded berm – it is not clear how this would impact a future road
extension, or the purpose of the berm in this design.
Other issues.
The current application is for the following items:
• Conditional Use Permit for a Development Stage Planned Unit Development
• Preliminary Plat, replatting the property into new Lot and Block designations.
5

Final Plat and Final PUD applications would follow this stage of review.
For the PUD, the City is required to find that the accommodations made by the City from
its standard ordinance requirements are justified by the amenities and details of the
project, and that the flexibility granted under the PUD results in a project that more
closely accomplishes the City’s development objectives.
As a basic level, planning staff believes that the use of PUD on this project is
appropriate, and that the flexibility being granted (primarily side yard setback distances
and privately-owned common spaces, under association management) results in a
quality concept.
However, there are some general concerns which flow primarily from the lack of
sufficient documentation or plan development. These include the following:
1. As noted, no landscape plan or open space development plan has yet been
provided with the application. It is envisioned that the primary benefit of this
project for PUD consideration is its accommodation, and enhancement, of both
private and public open space on the site. However, no sidewalk and trail plan
has been provided (sidewalk would be expected serving the project). Moreover,
there would be some opportunity to create a public connection across a portion
of the City’s lands, but this aspect of the project is not included due to the lack of
a landscape and open space element. The Park Board may want to comment on
this specific aspect of the plan. Without this plan, staff would continue to
recommend tabling action on the proposal.
2. In addition to the open space component, it would be expected that an enhanced
landscape plan would be included to augment the natural setting. This would
include plantings around the buildings, but also treatment of the common open
space parcel that the residents will have access to. It is incumbent on the
applicant to provide the information necessary to ensure the City that the PUD
flexibility is warranted. (See item 1).
3. Building design, details, and materials. The applicants had previously provided
illustrations of expected building designs at the concept stage level. Because
there are at least two types of units incorporated here (the walk-out designs and
the 2-story tuck-under designs), the Planning Commission should have more
ability to understand how those buildings will be set on the parcels, and the
variety of materials proposed.
4. Tree replacement and mitigation. The concept review discussion included a
requirement to address this aspect of the project. The landscaping plan would
typically include a tree removal plan and replacement requirement. (See item 1).
6

Summary and Recommendation
Under the prior concept review, no specific recommendation was made. Staff notes
that the land use is consistent with the prior discussion, serving as a transition between
low and higher density areas, and that the building architecture is attractive and well
suited to the site. Fitting the development to the site, and to the context in which the
property sits, is the primary challenge for this parcel. Moreover, as the buildings are
single family dwellings, the project is consistent with the land uses allowed in the
underlying R-1 zoning district.
Because the road connections to the east do not appear to be feasible, given the
conditions identified on that property (topography, wetlands, utilities), the termination of
the proposed street as a cul-de-sac appears to be appropriate in this instance.
However, the lack of landscaping and open space plan leaves the project without a
significant component of the City’s PUD finding, which relates in this project to both the
private space design and the potential for public pedestrian and trail access in the area.
Because the landscape issues will bear heavily on the City’s consideration of PUD for
this project, staff recommends tabling action on the Preliminary Plat and Development
Stage PUD to the next Planning Commission hearing date. The applicants should
address these items in anticipation of that meeting.
If the applicant is able to prepare and submit suitable landscaping plans address the
site landscape, open space, tree replacement, and pedestrian travel in and around the
project, staff will prepare a supplemental review and submit that to the Commission. In
such a case, it would be possible that the Preliminary Plat and Development Stage PUD
could proceed under those terms.

pc:

Laureen Bodin
David Kelly
Taylor Gronau
Justin Kannas, Bolton and Menk
John Burns, Kenneth Meeks
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