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CITY OF ARDEN HILLS, MINNESOTA
PLANNING COMMISSION
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 6, 2022
6:30 P.M. - ARDEN HILLS CITY HALL

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, Chair Paul Vijums called to order the regular Planning
Commission meeting at 6:30 p.m.
OATH OF OFFICE
Chair Vijums administered the Oath of Office to reappointed Commissioner Jonathan Wicklund
and to newly appointed Commissioners Shelley Blilie and Arlene Mitchell.
ROLL CALL
Present were: Chair Paul Vijums, Commissioners Shelley Blilie, Marcie Jefferys, Arlene
Mitchell, Kurt Weber, Jonathan Wicklund
Absent: Commissioners Joshua Collins, Steven Jones (Alternate) and Clayton Zimmerman
(Alternate).
Also present were: City Planner Jessica Jagoe and Councilmember Fran Holmes.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA – APRIL 6, 2022
Commissioner Wicklund moved, seconded by Commissioner Jefferys, to approve the April
6, 2022, agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously (6-0).
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
December 8, 2021 – Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Commissioner Wicklund moved, seconded by Commissioner Weber, to approve the
December 8, 2021, Planning Commission Regular Meeting as presented. The motion
carried 4-0-2 (Commissioners Blilie and Mitchell abstained).
PLANNING CASES
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Planning Case 22-003; 1682 Wedgewood Circle – Conditional Use Permit – Public
Hearing

City Planner Jagoe stated Richard Spicer (“Applicant”) has submitted an application for a
Conditional Use Permit to allow a Class II Accessory Home Occupation at 1682 Wedgewood
Circle. The Applicant is the sole owner and operator of Crimsontech Industries, LLC, a business
related to repair, maintenance, and restoration of firearms including online sales. A home
occupation is allowed in residential zoning districts, but a Conditional Use Permit is required
when there is the delivery of products other than those delivered by private passenger vehicle.
The Applicant anticipates one to two deliveries per week by a commercial courier which
triggered the Class II designation requiring a Conditional Use Permit.
City Planner Jagoe reported 1682 Wedgewood Circle (“Subject Property”) is zoned R-3,
Townhouse and Low Density Multiple Dwelling District, and is designated for Medium Density
Residential Uses in the 2040 Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The Subject Property is the site of a
single-family dwelling owned by Wendy Wei Wang. All surrounding parcels are also zoned R-3,
Townhouse and Low Density Multiple Dwelling District, and designated for Medium Density
Residential Uses in the 2040 Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
City Planner Jagoe reviewed the surrounding area, the Plan Evaluation and provided the
Findings of Fact for review:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

The subject property located at 1682 Wedgewood Circle is zoned R-3, Townhouse and
Low Density Multiple Dwelling District and is designated for Medium Density
Residential uses on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.
A home occupation is allowed in residential zoning districts, but a Conditional Use
Permit is required when there is the delivery of products.
The Applicant is the sole owner and operator of Crimsontech Industries, LLC, a business
related to repair, maintenance, and restoration of firearms including online sales.
Crimsontech Industries, LLC is a Minnesota registered limited liability company that was
opened on February 16, 2022.
All company business is conducted through an online portal and no customers will be
visiting the subject property. There is no in-person interaction between the Applicant and
business patrons.
The company requires only one delivery per day.
The company is a small scale operation and is solely owned and operated by the
Applicant, CEO and Owner Richard Spicer.
Repair, maintenance, and restoration of the firearms is conducted entirely within the
dwelling.

City Planner Jagoe stated staff recommends approval of Planning Case 22-003 for a
Conditional Use Permit to allow a Class II Accessory Home Occupation at 1682 Wedgewood
Circle, based on the findings of fact and submitted plans, subject to the following conditions:
1.

The Applicant shall obtain, maintain, and provide evidence upon request of applicable
County, State or Federal licensing for the proposed home occupation following City
Council approval.
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
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The Applicant shall for the duration of the Conditional Use Permit continue to provide
evidence to the City of issuance of FFL renewal licenses and/or Letters of Authorization
from the Federal Firearms Licensing Center prior to the expiration of the federal firearms
license.
The number of daily deliveries associated with the home occupation shall be limited to
one per day.
No exterior evidence of the home occupation shall be permitted.
No exterior signage shall be permitted.
The home occupation shall be conducted only by the occupants of the premises and may
not employ any person not residing in the residence.
There shall be no patrons visiting the premises and all home occupation engagement and
sales must be exclusively conducted online.
The premises shall at all times be protected by a contracted security service and all
firearms and ammunition shall be kept secured in heavy duty gun safes.

City Planner Jagoe reviewed the options available to the Planning Commission on this matter:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Recommend Approval with Conditions
Recommend Approval as Submitted
Recommend Denial
Table

Chair Vijums opened the floor to Commissioner comments.
Commissioner Wicklund asked if it was common for conditions to exceed the requirements
within City Code. He indicated the applicant could have one employee per City Code, but staff
is recommending no employees be allowed, except the applicant.
City Planner Jagoe reported City Code does state as part of the Conditional Use Permit review
that one employee not living on the property may be employed, and this was something the
Planning Commission can review. She explained the applicant has indicated they do not have
any employees nor does he intend to have employees. In this recommendation, the condition was
drafted to match the current scope of the home occupation because we have not reviewed parking
or other neighborhood impacts if there were to be an employee. The ordinance language
provides a mechanism for that to occur, but the applicant would need to apply for a CUP
Amendment to add an employee the way the condition is drafted currently.
Commissioner Wicklund questioned what type of monitoring would the City be doing for this
type of CUP.
City Planner Jagoe stated the applicant would have to provide the City with evidence of the
licensing. She reported the City was complaint based for code enforcement matters and if a
concern were to arise at this property, the City would then respond.
Commissioner Weber inquired who would follow up on complaints received by the City.
City Planner Jagoe stated the City’s Building Inspector was also the Code Enforcement Officer.
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Commissioner Weber asked how long the CUP would remain in effect.
City Planner Jagoe reported conditional use permits run with the property.
Commissioner Weber questioned if staff was aware of any other residential rental properties in
the City that have CUP’s in place for home occupations.
City Planner Jagoe stated she had not researched this. She noted that the home occupation
ordinance states the business is conducted by an occupant of the residence so that would apply to
an Owner or Renter. She added that the land use application and home occupation license forms
require the Property Owner signature if they are not the applicant.
Commissioner Weber indicated he watched one of the videos that was posted online by the
applicant. He stated the applicant appears to be very competent. He requested the applicant speak
to the manner in which he handles, cleans and stores firearms.
Richard Spicer, 1682 Wedgewood Circle, explained how safety was of the utmost importance
to him. He reported he stores his firearms in a safe with ammunition locked in a secure area in a
different part of the dwelling. He described how he keeps ammunition away from his work area.
He indicated he tests his firearms at the Bald Eagle Sportsman Association in Hugo, Minnesota.
Commissioner Weber inquired how long Mr. Spicer has lived at this address.
Mr. Spicer indicated he has lived in this home for almost two years.
Commissioner Weber asked who else lived in the home.
Mr. Spicer reported he lives in the rental home with his wife and 11 year old daughter. He
explained they have both have access to his work space, but do not have access to the secured
areas or safes. He commented further on the requirements that were in place for his firearms
safe.
Commissioner Weber questioned if the applicant had ever held a federal firearms license.
Mr. Spicer stated he had not, but noted he has a license to carry, which meant he had gone
through an extensive background check.
Commissioner Jefferys requested further information regarding the security service that would
be in place for the property.
City Planner Jagoe deferred this question to the applicant.
Mr. Spicer stated he has hired ADT to monitor his property 24 hours a day. He noted the
windows have vibration detection which then sets off the alarms. He indicated the ATF as part of
the FFL license would require him to report the loss of a stolen firearm. He provided the
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Commission with a handout on the reports from the ATF for the past five years for crimes related
to FFL’s.
Further discussion ensued regarding the security system that was in place on the home.
Commissioner Jefferys explained she was curious to learn what the Ramsey County Sheriff’s
office thought about this request.
City Planner Jagoe stated she had sent the application to them for review and noted staff will
follow up as part of this process to see if they have any comment before the City Council
meeting. She indicated that as part of the FFL licensing paperwork there is a section for local
law enforcement that the applicant will have to complete as part of the federal review.
Chair Vijums commented this was a sensitive topic for many people. He reported there has to be
a thorough review of this topic by the City and it appears this has been done. He felt confident
that this type of business will not alter the neighborhood in any manner. He appreciated the
security and mitigation measures that were put in place on the property.
Commissioner Weber agreed.
Chair Vijums opened the public hearing at 7:05 p.m.
Chair Vijums invited anyone for or against the application to come forward and make comment.
Renee Crumpton, 1680 Wedgewood Circle, noted she has lived in her home for the past 22
years. She indicated the neighboring home became a rental three years after she built her home
and there has been nothing but problems. She explained the neighboring home has been broken
into on two different occasions. She stated she pays taxes on her property and Mr. Spicer does
not because he was a renter. She reported the proposed home business made her afraid and she
feared people would break into her neighbors house to steal the weapons onsite. She encouraged
the City to not approve this home occupation CUP.
JoAnn Cirks, 1687 Wedgewood Circle, commented she was concerned about the proposed
home occupation. She indicated she lives on a cul-de-sac and there has been packages stolen at
times. She feared that the residents in her neighborhood would have a hard time selling their
homes if the CUP were approved. She anticipated the home occupation would devalue her
home. She recommended the Planning Commission not approve the requested CUP.
Tom Coffey, 1693 Wedgewood Circle, stated he has a number of questions. He indicated he was
concerned with the fact the applicant was a renter. He explained he pays a great deal in property
taxes to live in Arden Hills, while the applicant does not. He questioned why the City had not run
a report on CUP’s to see how many others were renters running home occupations. He believed
that Richard Spicer was a nice person, but did not believe a rental home was the right place for
this type of business. He anticipated that most homeowners would not allow a renter to operate
this type of business out of their home. He noted the applicant also runs another business out of
the home that deals with the retail sale of toys.
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Mr. Coffey reported he has used an FFL in the past to purchase a gun online and he had to go to
the home to fill out the paperwork and take possession of the weapon. He noted this was in a
residential neighborhood in Blaine. He questioned if the process had changed. He asked if the
work space for the home business was being done in a three season porch. He believed that this
was not a secure workspace.
There being no additional comment Chair Vijums closed the public hearing at 7:16 p.m.
Chair Vijums requested the applicant respond to the questions that were raised by the neighbors.
Mr. Spicer described the “how-to” videos he posts online. He discussed how he would only be
conducting online sales and the product gets shipped to another local FFL certified business for
handling of paperwork and pickup. He explained shipment of firearms can only be done between
two registered FFL’s. He explained background checks would then be handled by that local FFL.
He reported his address would not be shared with purchasers. He commented his workshop was
located in the basement, on the interior of the three season porch.
Chair Vijums asked if firearms were delivered directly to the applicants home.
Mr. Spicer reported UPS and FedEx deliver firearms only to FFL license holders and signatures
are required.
Commissioner Weber questioned if the applicant would allow people to bring guns to him for
maintenance and cleaning.
Mr. Spicer explained he amended his proposal so as not to have this type of gunsmithing coming
to him.
Chair Vijums asked if there was a robbery in the applicants home in 2018.
Mr. Spicer stated there was not. He went on to state that he understands this was a sensitive
subject for his neighbors. He indicated in one of his conversations with a neighbor he explained
he would be willing to discuss the negative concerns and may have to adjust what he was doing
with his business.
Commissioner Weber commented he paid a lot of money in property taxes as a homeowner and
anticipated that renters were contributing to property taxes as well through their rent. He noted he
did have concerns about issuing a CUP to an applicant that was renting a home, especially for
this type of use, knowing that he could move away and the CUP would remain in place.
Chair Vijums questioned if the owner of the home understood what type of business would be
operating out of the home.
Mr. Spicer stated the property owner was fully aware of his proposal.
Commissioner Weber inquired if the property owner had to sign off on the CUP proposal or
require a notary.
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City Planner Jagoe stated the City does not require the Property Owner signature to be
notarized. She noted the property owner did sign the land use application for the CUP and home
occupation, and the signature was reviewed with the rental registration paperwork on file with
the City.
Chair Vijums indicated the CUP that was outlined be staff was very thorough and passed all
relevant areas. He noted that the CUP process was started because of the deliveries. He
commented on the safety measures that had been put in place by Mr. Spicer. He appreciated the
fact that Mr. Spicer’s firearms were kept in a safe. He anticipated Mr. Spicer’s property was
more safe than some of the homes on his block where guns may not be kept in a safe.
Commissioner Jefferys explained she would like to see that Mr. Spicer has the maximum
security measures in place and suggested another condition be added to address this concern. She
suggested this condition read: The City is assured that the level of security provided at this
residence matches the potential risk due to the nature of the business and shall be approved by
the Ramsey County Sheriff.
Chair Vijums commented this condition could be added but questioned who would determine
what the proper level would be.
Commissioner Wicklund stated he appreciated these comments and suggested Condition 8 be
amended to require the applicant to provide contracted video security services. He indicated this
would provide a definition or measurement as to what type of security should be provided.
Commissioner Weber suggested this motion for a condition be amended in order to have the
security provided be approved by the Sheriff’s Department.
Commissioner Jefferys stated she would like to keep her condition separate from Condition 8.
She stated she did not know what the proper level of security would be or what measures should
be put in place or not be put in place and would like the sheriff’s department to make this
determination.
Councilmember Holmes recalled the City requested feedback from the County Sheriff on
security at E Street Flats and we did get their recommendation on appropriate level of security
and this same request could be made of the Sheriff’s Department for this property.
Chair Vijums suggested the condition read: The level of security is approved at this residence as
determined by the County Sheriff in coordination with City staff.
Commissioner Jefferys indicated she would like her language to remain as is in order to address
the level of risk this business potentially may bring into the neighborhood. She recommended
Condition 9 read: The level of security is adequate to address the potential risks as determined by
the Ramsey County Sheriff.
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Commissioner Jefferys moved, seconded by Commissioner Weber, to add Condition 9 to
read as follows: The level of security is adequate to address the potential risks as
determined by the Ramsey County Sheriff. The motion carried unanimously (6-0).
Commissioner Weber moved and Commissioner Wicklund seconded a motion to
recommend approval of Planning Case 22-003 for a Conditional Use Permit to allow a
Class II Accessory Home Occupation at 1682 Wedgewood Circle based on the findings of
fact and the submitted plans, as amended by the nine (9) conditions in the April 6, 2022,
report to the Planning Commission. The motion carried unanimously (6-0).
UNFINISHED AND NEW BUSINESS
None.
REPORTS
A.

Report from the City Council

Councilmember Holmes provided the Commission with an update from the City Council. She
welcomed Shelley Blilie and Arlene Mitchell to the Planning Commission. She welcomed the
Planning Commissioners back after a three month hiatus and discussed how important the work
of the Planning Commission was to the City Council. She then discussed the issues that Council
has discussed over the past three months. She noted a roundabout was being proposed by the
County at County Road E and Old Snelling Avenue. She anticipated this project would be
completed in 2023. Also, review is being done on a trail from County Road E to Highway 96 on
Old Hwy 10 in conjunction with the County road work. She noted the Council was considering
reducing the speed limit in residential areas to 25 miles per hour and a public hearing would be
held this spring and there would also be upcoming public discussion on food trucks. She
explained polling places were approved for 2022. Further discussion ensued regarding Round
Lake project and dredging that would occur around the lake.
B.

Planning Commission Comments and Requests

None.
ADJOURN
Commissioner Wicklund moved, seconded by Commissioner Jefferys, to adjourn the April
6, 2022, Planning Commission Meeting at 7:58 p.m. The motion carried unanimously (6-0).

PC Agenda Item – 4A

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

May 4, 2022

TO:

Planning Commission Chair and Commissioners

FROM:

Jessica Jagoe, City Planner

SUBJECT:

Planning Case #22-004 – No Public Hearing Required
Applicant: William and Adrienne Guelker
Property Location: 1152 Benton Way
Request: Variance

Requested Action
William and Adrienne Guelker (“Applicants”) have requested a variance to remove an existing
20’ by 12’ deck on the rear side of the single-family dwelling located at 1152 Benton Way
(“Subject Property”) and replace it with a 14’ by 14’ addition and 14’ by 12’ deck. To construct
the proposed addition and deck, the applicants are requesting four variances:
1) Side Yard Setback: The minimum combined side yard setbacks shall be 15 feet. The
applicant is requesting a variance with the home addition to maintain the existing combined
side yard setbacks of 11.6 feet.
2) Minimum Landscape Area: The minimum required landscaped area is 65%. The applicant
is requesting a variance to decrease the minimum to 62% of the property.
3) Maximum Structure Coverage: The maximum allowed structure coverage is 25%. The
applicant is requesting a variance to allow 30% structure coverage.
4) Floor Area Ratio: The maximum allowed floor area ratio is 0.3 or 1,800 square feet of floor
area on this property. The applicant is requesting a variance to construct an addition that
would result in a total of 2,188 square feet of floor area, equaling a floor area ratio of 0.36.
Background
1. Existing Site Conditions:
1152 Benton Way, the Subject Property, is zoned R-3, Townhouse and Low Density Multiple
Dwelling District. It is designated for Low Density Residential Uses in the 2040 Comprehensive
Land Use Plan. The subject property is the site of a single-family dwelling owned by the
Applicants. Surrounding parcels to the North, East, and South are also zoned R-3, Townhouse and
Low Density Multiple Dwelling District and designated for Low Density Residential Uses in the
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2040 Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The parcel to the West is zoned B-2, General Business
District and designated for Community Mixed Use in the 2040 Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
2. Site Data
2040 Future Land Use
Plan:

LDR – Low Density Residential

Existing Land Use:

Single Family Dwelling

Zoning:

R-3 Townhouse and Low Density Multiple Dwelling District

Lot Size:

0.14 acres

3. Proposed Use
The Applicants are requesting a variance to decrease the required side yard setback and landscaped
area and increase the allowed structure coverage and floor area ratio for a proposed building
addition and deck replacement. The table below details the variance requests.

Side Yard Setback
Landscaped Area
Structure Coverage
Floor Area Ratio

Required
5’ minimum/
15’ combined
Greater than 65%
Less than 25%
Less than 0.3

Existing
5.8’ minimum/
11.6’ combined
65%
27%
0.31

Proposed
5.8’ minimum/
11.6’ combined
62%
30%
0.36

The Applicants are proposing to use the second floor of the addition as a dining room and the first
floor as a small work shop and storage area. The proposed deck will replace the existing deck. Due
to the size of the Subject Property, the Applicants would not be able to construct the proposed deck
or addition without a variance.
4. Hunters Park Planned Unit Development
The Subject Property is located within the Hunter’s Park Planned Unit Development which was
approved in 1973. The single family portion of Hunters Park is built on approximately 29 acres
of which seven acres are shared green space, almost three acres are used for shared driveways, and
the remaining 19 acres are divided into 84 single-family residential homes.
The PUD process can permit a great amount of flexibility for developments from the underlying
zoning regulations. This development used the flexibility permitted in the PUD process, and the
neighborhood was designed with varying lot sizes, structure setbacks, and lot coverages. Lots in
the neighborhood range in size from 4,356 square feet to 32,670 square feet with a median lot size
of 7,187 square feet. A number of the lots were permitted to have structures that did not meet the
underlying zoning requirements, which is allowed under the PUD process. Because the lot sizes
and building locations were approved as part of the PUD process, they are not considered
nonconforming even if they do not meet the underlying R-3 zoning requirements.
Therefore in developments like the Hunters Park neighborhood, it is not uncommon for the PUD
to include an alternative set of regulations that supersede the underlying zoning regulations. In the
case of the Hunters Park, alternative lot layout standards were not created, which means that the
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underling R-3 regulations were left in place. Since most of the structures and lots do not meet the
R-3 Zoning regulations, virtually any change to the structures in Hunters Park required a variance.
Furthermore, it can be difficult to apply the R-3 regulations to lot sizes that do not meet the
minimum R-3 lot size.
The City Council considered approving an alternative set of regulations for the Hunters Park
neighborhood in 1985 (Planning Case 85-010). As part of this planning review, the City compiled
a summary of the existing development patterns within the Hunters Park Development which were
as follows:
o Front Yard Setback from Public Street – Vary from 8 feet to 60 feet. Most units
determined to be in a range of 20 feet to 25 feet.
o Front Yard Setback from Private Street – Range of 18 feet to 20 feet.
o Side Yard Setback – Several as low as 2 feet and some as high as 30 feet. Common
range determined to be 4 feet to 15 feet, with a combined setback of 15 feet.
o Rear Yard Setback – Range from 8 feet to 45 feet. Most units determined to be
14 feet to 24 feet.
o Lot Structure Coverage – Range from 17% to 38%. Most lots determined to have
25% to 30% structure coverage.
From this analysis it was determined that an alternative set of regulations for Hunters Park should
not be created because the lots and structure layouts were so varied in the original PUD that it
would be very difficult to create a standard that is less complicated than the existing process. The
City Council did, however, approve a process for evaluating future changes to structures in Hunters
Park:
1.
If additions or alterations to the homes do not require setback or coverage variances
from the R-3 Zone, only a building permit issued administratively by the City shall be
required. This removed the need for a PUD amendment with every change.
2.
If additions or alterations to cluster homes do require additional variances of any kind
from the R-3 Zone, the standard variance procedure set by the City shall apply.
3.
In both cases, the Architectural and Environmental Committee of the Hunter's Park
Homeowners Association shall review and approve the proposed addition or alteration
before submitting the same to the City. It shall assist individual homeowners in
determining if a variance is required for proposed alterations.
According the planning case files, the Hunters Park homeowner association approved this process
along with the City. Since many of the lots and structures do not meet current requirements under
the R-3 regulations, a variance is still almost always required. A number of other properties in the
Hunter’s Park neighborhood have received variances to construct similar additions; however past
variance approvals are not a basis for current variance reviews.
1. Planning Case #86-35: Side yard setback, rear yard setback, and lot coverage
approved at 1153 Benton Way
2. Planning Case #97-21: Side yard setback, rear yard setback, and lot coverage
approved at 1124 Benton Way
3. Planning Case #09-012: Side yard setback, rear yard setback, and lot coverage
approved at 1126 Benton Way
4. Planning Case #12-013: Side yard setback, lot coverage, and landscaped area
approved at 1185 Benton Way
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variance
variance
variance
variance

There may be other properties that have improvements/additions from the original PUD approval
and/or subsequent amendment in 1985 that did not trigger the requirement to apply for a variance.
5. Approvals
The Planning Commission is being asked to determine whether a variance request for flexibility
on side yard setbacks, landscaped area, structure coverage, and floor area ratio should be approved.
The sketches that have been submitted show the location of the proposed building addition and
deck replacement. The evaluation of the proposal should be based on the District Provisions in
Section 1320 and the Requirements for a Variance in Section 1355.04, Subd. 4.
Plan Evaluation
Chapter 13, Zoning Regulations Review
1. District Provisions (R-3, Townhouse and Low Density Multiple Dwelling District) – Section
1320.06
Lot Size and Dimensions
The Subject Property was constructed as part of the Hunter’s Park Planned Unit Development,
approved in 1973. The Subject Property has a lot area of 6,000 square feet. Section 1320 –
District Provisions of the Zoning Code requires a minimum lot size of 11,000 square feet per
single family dwelling unit.

Structure Setbacks
In the R-3 District, the minimum side yard setback requirement is five 5 on each side and 15 feet
combined. The current structure is located approximately 5.8 feet from each side yard property
line, making the combined side yard less than the minimum required. The proposed building
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addition would maintain the existing building line of the structure at a setback of 5.8 feet from the
south side yard property line. The proposed addition would conform to rear setback requirements.
The structure located on the parcel south of the Subject Property is approximately 18 feet from the
existing structure.
Landscaped Area
In the R-3 District, the minimum landscaped area required without a variance is 65% of the
property or 3,900 square feet. The Subject Property has an existing landscaped area of 3,906 square
feet or 65%. The proposed addition would decrease the total landscaped area to 3,710 square feet,
or 62% percent of the property.
Structure Coverage
The R-3 District allows for a maximum structure coverage of 25% or 1,500 square feet on the
Subject Parcel. The existing structure coverage is 1,626 square feet or 27%. This does not conform
to the requirements of Section 1320.06 of the Arden Hills City Code. The proposed addition would
increase the total structure coverage by 196 square feet for a total of 1,822 square feet, or 30% of
the Subject Property.
Floor Area Ratio
In the R-3 District, the maximum allowed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is 0.3, or 1,800 square feet on
the Subject Property. The existing floor area is 1,837 square feet, equally a FAR of .31. The
proposed addition will increase the FAR to 0.36, or 2,188 square feet.
2. Variance Review
The role of the Planning Commission is to determine and consider how the facts presented to them
compare with the city’s articulated standards. The Commission should base their decision on the
facts presented and then apply those facts to the legal standards contained in city ordinances and
relevant state law. Neighborhood opinion alone is not a valid basis for granting or denying a
variance request. While the Planning Commission may feel their decision should reflect the overall
will of the residents, the task in considering a variance request is limited to evaluating how the
variance application meets the statutory practical difficulties factors. Residents can often provide
important facts that may help in addressing these factors, however, unsubstantiated opinions and
reactions to a request do not form a legitimate basis for a variance decision.
The Planning Commission may impose conditions when granting variances as long as the
conditions are directly related and bear a rough proportionality to the impact created by the
variance. For instance, if a variance is granted to exceed the front setback limit, any conditions
attached should presumably relate to mitigating the effect of the encroachment.
3. Variance Requirements – Section 1355.04, Subd. 4
The Applicants request a variance to construct a 14’ by 12’ deck and a 14’ by 14’ home addition.
The Planning Commission will need to make a determination utilizing the following variance
findings and criteria on whether there are practical difficulties with complying with the zoning
regulations. If the applicants do not meet all the factors of the statutory test, then a variance should
not be granted. Variances are only permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes
and intent of the ordinance.
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1. Purpose and Intent. The variance request shall comply with the purpose and intent of the
provisions of the City’s Zoning Regulations and with the policies of the City’s Comprehensive
Plan.
The variance request for 1152 Benton Way is consistent with the purpose and intent of the
R-3 Zoning District and with the policies within the City’s Comprehensive Plan. A singlefamily detached dwelling with an addition is a reasonable use within the Low Density
Residential land use designation and the R-3 Zoning District.
2. Practical Difficulties. The Applicant for a variance shall establish that there are practical
difficulties in complying with the provisions of the Arden Hills Zoning Regulations. The term
“Practical Difficulties” as used in the granting of a variance means:
a. Reasonable Use. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner
not permitted by the Zoning Ordinance.
The existing parcel on the Subject Property is currently “non-conforming” with the R-3
district’s standards for lot size, combined side yard setbacks, structure coverage, and floor
area ratio due to the small lot sized approved at part of the Hunter’s Park Planned Unit
Development. The proposed building addition would maintain the current side yard
setbacks and be located 5.8 feet from the south side yard property line. The combined side
yard setbacks would remain 11.6 feet. The proposed addition would decrease the Subject
Property’s landscaped area and increase the structure coverage. The increase in lot
coverage and the decrease in landscaped area are reasonable in the Hunter’s Park
Development, due to the abundance of shared greenspace throughout the development.
There is a total of seven acres of Homeowners Association common greenspace throughout
the neighborhood.
b. Unique Circumstances. The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to
the property not created by the landowner.
The Hunter’s Park Planned Unit Development was approved with small lot size and density
in mind. At the time of development, many of the dwellings in the neighborhood were built
closer to property lines than would otherwise be allowed by the Arden Hills Zoning Code.
Due to the small lot sizes in the Hunter’s Park neighborhood, the requirements of the R-3
District are an impediment to home improvements for the Subject Property as well as the
surrounding parcels. A variance would be needed for most scenarios involving a
substantial home improvement project within the neighborhood.
c. Character of Neighborhood. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character
of the neighborhood.
The proposed building addition would maintain the current side yard setbacks and would
not require a rear yard setback variance. The proposed addition will match the exterior
materials of the existing structure. By doing so, the Applicants have stated this will
maintain the character of the area. Also according to the application, the proposed
addition would not create over building and crowding within the neighborhood.
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3. Economic Consideration. Economic consideration alone does not constitute a practical
difficulty.
The proposed variance is not based on economic consideration.
4. Access to Sunlight. Inadequate access to direct sunlight for solar energy systems shall be
considered a practical difficulty.
A solar energy system is not proposed.
Findings of Fact
The Planning Commission must make a finding as to whether or not the proposed application
would adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood or the community as a whole based on the
aforementioned factors. Staff offers the following findings for consideration:
General Findings:
1. City Staff received a land use application for a variance request to the required combined
side yard setback and landscaped area and increase the allowed structure coverage and
floor area ratio at the Subject Property, 1152 Benton Way.
2. The Subject Property is located within the Hunters Park Planned Unit Development which
was approved with flexibility in the development standards.
3. The Subject Property does not comply with the underlying R-3 district standards for lot
size, combined side yard setbacks, structure coverage, and floor area ratio.
4. The proposed building addition would maintain the current side yard setbacks and be
located 5.8 feet from the south side yard property line. The combined side yard setbacks
would remain 11.6 feet.
5. The proposed addition would not require a rear yard setback variance.
6. The structure coverage is proposed to increase from 27% to 30% of the Subject Property.
A variance is required to exceed 25% structure coverage of a parcel.
7. The landscaped area is proposed to decrease from 65% to 62% of the Subject Property. A
variance is required to reduce landscaped area below 65% of the parcel.
8. The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is proposed to increase from 0.31 to 0.36. A variance is
required to increase FAR above 0.3.
9. The proposed addition of the subject parcel would conform to all other requirements and
standards of the R-3 district.
10. The City Council has approved similar variance requests for other properties in the
Hunter’s Park Planned Unit Development.
Variance Findings:
11. Variances are only permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of the ordinance.
12. A single-family detached dwelling with an addition is a reasonable use within the R-3
District.
13. The nonconforming lot size for the R-3 District, which was approved as part of the Hunter’s
Park Planned Unit Development, and the substantial amount of shared open space that is
part of the development, presents a unique situation for the property owner.
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14. The proposed addition will not reduce the existing side yard setbacks. The addition will
not require a rear yard setback variance. The nearest dwelling unit to the south of the
Subject Property is approximately 18 feet away.
15. The increase in lot coverage and the decrease in landscaped area are unlikely to have a
negative impact on the Hunter’s Park Development, due to the abundance of shared
greenspace throughout the development. There is a total of seven acres of Homeowners
Association common greenspace throughout the neighborhood.
16. The variance request is not based on economic considerations alone.
17. The Applicants have received approval from the Hunter’s Park Architectural and
Environmental Committee for the proposed addition.
Options and Motion Language
Staff has provided the following options and motion language for this case. The Planning
Commission should consider providing additional findings of fact as part of the motion to support
their recommendation for approval or denial.
•

Recommend Approval with Conditions: Motion to recommend approval of Planning Case
22-004 for a Variance at 1152 Benton Way, based on the findings of fact and the submitted
plans, as amended by the conditions in the May 4, 2022, Report to the Planning
Commission:
1. A Building Permit shall be issued prior to commencement of construction.
2. The proposed building shall conform to all other standards and regulations in the City
Code.

•

Recommend Approval as Submitted: Motion to recommend approval of Planning Case 22004 for a Variance at 1152 Benton Way, based on the findings of fact and the submitted
materials in the May 4, 2022 Report to the Planning Commission.

•

Recommend Denial: Motion to recommend denial Planning Case 22-004 for a Variance at
1152 Benton Way, based on the following findings: findings to deny should specifically
reference the reasons for denial and why those reasons cannot be mitigated.

•

Table: Motion to table Planning Case 22-004 for a Variance at 1152 Benton Way: a specific
reason and information request should be included with a motion to table.

Notice
Although a variance does not require a public hearing, a public meeting notice was prepared by
the City and mailed to properties within 500 feet of the Subject Property on April 22, 2022. A
public hearing notice for this planning case was published in the Pioneer Press on April 22, 2022.
Minnesota statute does not clearly require a public hearing before a variance is granted or denied,
however, after consulting with the City Attorney, staff agree that the best practice is to allow public
forum on all variance requests. A public forum allows the city to establish a record and elicit facts
to help determine if the application meets the practical difficulties factors.
Public Comments
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Staff have not received written or verbal comments in regard to this proposal as of April 28, 2022.
Deadline for Agency Actions
The City of Arden Hills received the completed application for this request on February 24, 2022.
Pursuant to Minnesota State Statute, the City must act on this request by May 24, 2021 (60 days),
unless the City provides the petitioner with written reasons for an additional 60-day review period.
With consent of the Applicant, the City may extend the review period beyond the initial 120 days.
The applicant submitted a written request to waive the 60-day review period on March 10, 2022.
The City must act on the variance application at 1152 Benton Way by May 31, 2022.
Attachments
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Land Use Application
Location Map
Planning Commission Letter
Site Survey
Building Plans
Homeowner’s Association Approval
Applicant Request to Waive 60-day Review
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March 2, 2022
Arden Hills Planning Commission
City of Arden Hills
1245 West Highway 96
Arden Hills, MN 55112
Dear Planning Commission Members:

This letter will provide you with the building details of our proposed project. In addition to the details of
the project we will provide the information that will hopefully result in the approval for a variance. A
variance in this case is required for four reasons. They are: 1. Side Yard Setback, 2. Minimum
Landscaped Area, 3. Maximum Structure Coverage and 4. Floor Area Ratio (FAR).
Before we address these standards I would like to give a short historical perspective relating to
Hunters Park Addition. In the early 70’s the City of Arden Hills approved a Planned Unit Development.
The plans called for 68 homes along with common areas and common roadways. The common areas,
or green space, was required to approve the small size of the lots. By the nature of the lot sizes the
homes were built quite close together and in many instances were non-conforming with setbacks and
other normal requirements. Whether the developers anticipated future additions to the homes no one
knows, but given the con guration there most likely could be none without applying for a variance.
Even faced with this, the city has approved 6 additions to homes in Hunters Park. We have no way of
knowing which of these required a variance, but it seems likely that some, if not all, did.
According to the Hunters Park Home Owners Association bylaws any addition to a home must be
approved by the Architectural and Environment Committee. We have received said approval and an
email to that e ect is included in our packet.
Details of the Project
Included with this letter will be copies of the land survey and architectural drawings that detail the
dimensions as well as exterior view of the addition.
Currently, our home has a 20X12 deck on the rear (west side) of the house. We propose to remove
that deck in its entirety and replace it with a two level 14X14 foot addition. The plans also include a
14X12 foot deck o of the north side of the addition. There will be a foundation laid and 2X6 walls will
be built to frame in the addition. The lower level will have an 8 foot ceiling and the upper level will
have 8 foot sidewalls with a vaulted ceiling. The exterior of both levels will be “batten board on
sheeting” to conform with the current siding of the home. The roof of the addition will have two foot
eaves on each side and in the peak. I refer you to the plans for the window and door placements along
with the size. The current home has slider windows as will the addition. There will be a 14X8 concrete
slab on the north side of the lower level. The upper level deck will have composite decking with
aluminum railing. The roof will be gabled into the existing roof at a right angle. It will consist of
standard architectural shingles matching the existing roof. The roof will be a 6/12 pitch. The addition
on both levels will be electrically wired as per code. The upper level will be heated and cooled using a
heat pump duplex system. The lower level will have electric heat.
Variance Details
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1. Side yard setback: A variance is needed because the distance between our home and the
neighbor to the north is 11.6 feet and not the required 15 feet. This is an existing non-conforming
issue and is not exacerbated by the plans for this addition. All other set backs conform to city
ordinance.
2. Minimum Landscaped Area: The minimum landscaped area allowed without a variance is 65%
or 3900 square feet. The existing landscaped area is 3925 square feet or 65%. After the addition I
calculated 3729 square feet which is 62% and would require a variance.

3. Maximum Structure Coverage: The maximum allowed structure coverage without a variance is
25% or 1500 square feet. The existing structure coverage is 1626 square feet or 27 %. I
calculated 1822 square feet after the addition which is 30% and would require a variance. It
should be noted that without the addition the house is currently non-conforming.
4. Floor Area Ratio: The maximum allowed FAR for R-3 without a variance is 0.3 which would be
1800 square feet. The existing oor area is 1837 square feet with an FAR of .31. I calculated 2188
square feet after the addition for an FAR of .36 and would require a variance.
Request for Variance
1. The property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use if used under conditions allowed
by the o cial controls:
Not only is the home currently non-conforming, the requirements stated above would
always preclude an improvement to the house without granting a variance. Wanting to
improve the home would seem to be a reasonable pursuit and without a variance that
cannot proceed.
2. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the
landowner:
The purpose of the approved Planned Unit Development was to allow more homes in a
smaller area creating permanent non-conforming issues. This was mitigated by
requiring common green-space. This action created a situation that was clearly beyond
our control for future improvements to the house.
3. The deviation from the Ordinance with any attached conditions will still be in keeping with the
spirit and intent of the Ordinance:
The ordinance is likely meant to prevent over building and crowding within a
neighborhood. We do not believe this type and size of addition in anyway creates an
over-crowding or objectionable use. With the exception of the legal/non-conforming set
back issue on the north side the plans do not require building beyond set backs
currently in place. As such this addition is not causing additional crowding in the
neighborhood.
4. The variance will not create a land use not permitted in the zone:
The addition is in an R-3 zone which is residential. If granted, these variance requests
will result in further residential use.
5. The variance will not alter the essential character of the City:
This proposed addition is relatively small in the scheme of things. By and large, most
homes in Arden Hills are one or two level structures with many of them having this type
of addition. By maintaining the look of the existing house this addition should have no
impact on the character of the city.
6. The variance is not for economic reasons alone:
There are no economic reasons for this variance request.
Thank you for your consideration of this request. I look forward to meeting with you and answering
any questions you might have.
Sincerely,

fl

ffi

William and Adrienne Guelker
651-503-8745 email: guelk001@comcast.net
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Attachment G

Jessica Jagoe
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William and Adrienne Guelker <guelk001@comcast.net>
Thursday, March 10, 2022 8:59 AM
Jessica Jagoe
1152 Benton Way Addition

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

I understand that based on my land use application submittal date of February 24th, the City is required under State
Statute 15.99 to approve or deny my application within 60 days which would be no later than Sunday, April 24, 2022. I
confirm that it is my intent to extend the time period to approve or deny the application until no later than Tuesday,
May 31, 2022. I am hereby waiving the right to have the City act on the application within the 60‐day period.
William Guelker
Sent from my iPhone
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PC Agenda Item – 4B

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

May 4, 2022

TO:

Planning Commission Chair and Commissioners

FROM:

Jessica Jagoe, City Planner

SUBJECT:

Planning Case #22-007 – No Public Hearing Required
Applicant: Baker Hostetler LLP
Property Location: 4440 Round Lake Road W.
Request: Site Plan Review

Requested Action
Gregory Lee, Baker Hostetler LLP (“The Applicant”) on behalf of Saltbox (“The Company”) has
submitted a land use application for Site Plan Review for a project located at 4440 Round Lake
Road W. (“Subject Property”). The Applicant is seeking approval to reconfigure the parking lot
layout for tenants of the approximate 113,000 square foot office and warehouse facility. The
Subject Property is zoned GB, Gateway Business District and is guided as Light Industrial &
Office on the Land Use Plan.
Background
1. Overview of Request
At their March 21, 2022 meeting the City Council reviewed a concept plan for a company called
Saltbox. Saltbox offers flexible warehouse and office suites that are leased by individual
businesses, usually startup/small digital commerce companies. The intent of Saltbox is to
provide an all-inclusive collaborative workspace to small businesses by providing the essential
operations and logistical infrastructure that enables a business to start and scale its growth.
Saltbox will be remodeling the interior of the building to construct flexible work spaces that can
be used as either warehouse, office, or some combination of the two. Suites will range in size
from 76 sq. ft. up to approx. 2,000 sq. ft. The suites are constructed with 10’ high modular walls
that are open above with no ceilings. Each suite is equipped with power, HVAC, and Wi-Fi as
well as access to a shared central loading dock for shipping/delivery needs. Each Saltbox facility
is designed with conference rooms, huddle rooms/lounges, bathrooms, main entry/welcoming
area, and a break room that are shared by the small business tenants. The facility is open seven
(7) days a week from 6 AM to 11 PM.
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Saltbox employs Operations Specialists that handle the on-demand logistical services for receipt
and delivery of packages, plus they are able to provide order fulfillment assistance to the small
business owners. A package that is delivered to Saltbox is received by the Operations Specialist
at the loading dock. The Saltbox employee then distributes smaller boxes to the individual suites
or there is secured warehouse space for larger packages. Saltbox employees are onsite from 8
AM to 6 PM. The Applicant has stated this window of time is when 95% of their activity is
expected to occur
The Arden Hills location would be for 214 warehouse and office suites with an estimated
maximum occupancy of 398 members and 15 Saltbox employees. Saltbox would say that their
flexible business model means that the 398 members would not be at the facility at the same
time, but rather come and go at the needs of their individual business. As part of the
improvements to the property, the Applicant is proposing to reconfigure the parking lot layout
that would result in the immediate addition of 36 parking spaces and also identifies an area as
proof of parking as a placeholder for future installation of parking spaces. Therefore, the
Applicant is pursuing the Site Plan Review for the additional parking spaces.
Image from the Saltbox website of Suites

Plan Evaluation
Chapter 13, Zoning Regulations Review
1. Land Use Chart (GB Gateway Business District) – Section 1320.05
The property is zoned GB, Gateway Business District. In addition, the parcel abuts Round Lake
which would also be subject to applicable Shoreland regulations as a riparian lot. Under the
2040 Comprehensive Plan, the property is guided as Light Industrial and Office use. Light
Industrial and Office (I/O) uses are areas designated for a broad range of light industrial uses
such as warehousing with manufacturing. This land use may also include offices. According to
the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, the expected share of uses within this area are 50 percent to 100
percent Light Industrial or up to 100 percent Office.
Over the years, the property has continuously been utilized for office and warehouse use. The
building is currently vacant, but the former occupant was Deluxe Corporation. The historical uses
of the property would be allowed to continue as a legal right as a legal nonconforming so long as
there is no intensification or expansion of said use. In 2004, it was documented that the distribution
of uses within the building to be supported by the current parking supply would be no greater than
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10% office (11,356 sq. ft.) and 90% warehouse (102,209 sq. ft.). Additionally, the former zoning
of the parcel did not require a Special Use Permit for warehouse use.
2. District Requirements Chart (GB Gateway Business District) – Section 1320.06
The property was developed in 1979 prior to the City’s creation of the Gateway Business Zoning
District. The total lot area is 358,036 square feet (8.2 acres) and the building is 113,565 square
feet. At the time of construction, the existing development and uses complied with the
applicable zoning codes. Today under the GB District, the existing development does not meet
setback requirements for the building and off-street parking and is considered legal
nonconforming.
The following are the Gateway Business District minimum setbacks:
• Front yard – 50 feet
• Side Yard (interior) – 20 feet/40 feet combination
• Rear Yard – 20 feet
• Off-Street Parking from ROW – 50 feet
• Off-Street Parking from Side or Rear Property Lines – 20 feet
The Certificate of Survey (Attachment C) shows the parking lot is approx. 10 feet from the south
property line and the building is approx. 14 feet from the north property line. As a legal
nonconforming, the property can continue to operate in the same manner without triggering any
further action for the property to be brought into compliance with current zoning code
requirements.
Aerial Map of Subject Property

3. General Regulations, Off-Street Parking Requirements – Section 1325.06
For the Site Plan Review, the Applicant will not be modifying the existing parking lot size or
pavement location. The Applicant is proposing new striping that would be completed within the
boundaries of the existing parking lot. Under the new site plan, the Applicant is proposing to
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discontinue the utilization of several loading docks and convert the existing pavement to parking
spaces. The lot striping would result in the addition of 36 parking spaces to be installed upon
approval. The site plan also identifies an area as proof of parking as a placeholder for future
installation of 20 parking spaces. The proof of parking area is conceptual in the event additional
parking is required to meet their tenant demands.
As noted above, city records have documented that the former use of the building was no more
than 10% office and 90% warehouse use. The table below illustrates the number of off-street
parking spaces that would be required based on that ratio under current city code requirements.

Land Use
Business
&
Professional
Office @ 10% or
11,356 sq. ft.
Other Business
and Industry at
90% warehouse
or 102,209 sq. ft.

Parking
Requirement
1 for each 250 sq. ft.
of floor area
1 for each 1,000 sq.
ft. of floor area

Required
Number of
Stalls by Use
45.4 stalls

102.2 stalls

Total Stalls
Required at
10%/90%

Number of
Existing
Stalls

Current
Parking
Deficiency

147.6 stalls

108 stalls

-39.6 stalls

As a nonconforming site, this ratio is an important factor when evaluating a future land use
because any intensification of use or shift in floor area between land uses has the likelihood of
increasing the deficiency of off-street parking for this site. The Applicant is proposing parking
lot improvements that would bring the property closer to conformance with current code
requirements for the number of spaces required. Additionally in review of the proposed parking,
city code requires individual parking spaces to be at least nine (9) feet in width and eighteen (18)
feet in length. The proposed parking spaces comply at nine (9) feet in width by twenty (20) feet
in length.
As part of this submittal, the Applicant did provide a parking study that was conducted from a
Saltbox location in Texas. This location has 126 office and warehouse suites with a maximum
tenant occupancy of 186 members. Saltbox has indicated that occupancy is monitored through
the issuances of access passes. Their Texas site has a total of 85 parking spaces. Saltbox has
provided a chart to show peak parking usage over a seven (7) day work week (Attachment D).
The Applicant states that “at the peak parking periods only 22% of the parking spaces were
utilized by small business tenants”.
In comparison, the Arden Hills location would be for 214 office and warehouse suites with an
estimated maximum occupancy of 398 members and 15 Saltbox employees. They anticipate a
peak parking demand of 91 spaces (i.e. 22% utilization) and feel this site would be sufficient to
meet their needs. During the concept review, Saltbox representatives indicated that their
facilities operate between 60% to full capacity. The feedback of the City Council during the
concept review was generally supportive of the Saltbox proposal. The Applicant identified a
willingness to install the additional parking as a preemptive measure based on tenant occupancy
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and future utilization. The Council felt the installation of the additional parking would be
beneficial for this proposal. Planning staff will note that parking is not allowed on unimproved
spaces and no on-street parking is permitted along Round Lake Road.
4. Nonconforming Uses, Buildings, and Lots - Section 1350
In evaluating nonconforming uses, buildings, and lots, the City shall refer to City Code Section
1350 which mirrors the regulations of State Statute 462.357 for determining what type(s) of
activity (i.e. continuation, rebuild, maintenance, expansion, etc.) may or may not be allowed.
Nonconformities are simply any land uses, structures or lots that do not comply with the current
zoning ordinance of a City. Legal nonconformities are those uses, buildings, or lots that were
legal when the zoning ordinance or amendment was adopted, in that they complied with then
existing ordinance. The intent of these regulations is to allow a nonconforming use of land or
building to be continued, including through repair, replacement, restoration, maintenance, or
improvement, but not including expansion. From the information reviewed, the determination
has been made that the proposed building use is a continuation of not more than 10% office and
90% warehouse.
1355.04 Procedural Requirements for Specific Applications
Section 1355.04, Subd. 5 of the Arden Hills Zoning Code states that a public hearing is not required
for Site Plan Review, but neighboring property owners shall be notified. Notification was prepared
in accordance with City policy.
Additional Review
Public Works Director/City Engineer
The Assistant Public Works Director has reviewed the proposed site plan and is not recommending
any changes to the site circulation, stall spacing, or sizing of drive aisle widths.
Findings of Fact
The Planning Commission must make a finding as to whether or not the proposed application
would adversely affect the surrounding neighborhood or the community as a whole based on the
aforementioned factors. Staff offers the following findings for consideration:
General Findings:
1. The Applicant has submitted an application for Site Plan Review to install striping for
additional parking spaces at the subject property 4440 Round Lake Road W.
2. The Subject Property is located with the Gateway Business District and is guided as Light
Industrial & Office on the 2040 Land Use Plan.
3. The Subject Property was developed prior to the City’s creation of the Gateway Business
District and is considered to be legal nonconforming.
4. The Applicant intends to continue the utilization of the existing 113,565 square foot
building for office and warehouse purposes in a manner consistent with the nonconforming
regulations.
5. The Applicant will be reconfiguring the parking lot layout within the boundaries of the
existing parking lot.

Page 5 of 7

6. The proposed plan does not conflict with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning
Code or the Comprehensive Development Plan for the City.
7. The application is not anticipated to create a negative impact on the immediate area or the
community as a whole.
8. The proposed plan will not produce any permanent noise, odors, vibration, smoke, dust,
air pollution, heat, liquid, or solid waste, and other nuisance characteristics.
9. The proposed plan is not anticipated to have any impact on traffic or parking conditions.
10. A public hearing is not required for Site Plan Review.
Proposed Motion Language
Staff has provided the following options and motion language for this case.
1. Recommend Approval with Conditions: Motion to recommend approval of Planning Case 22007 for Site Plan Review at 4440 Round Lake Road W., based on the findings of fact and the
submitted plans, as amended by the conditions in the May 4, 2022, Report to the Planning
Commission:
1) That the project shall be completed in accordance with the plans submitted. Any
significant changes to these plans, as determined by the City Planner, shall require
review and approval by the Planning Commission and City Council.
2) The proposed parking stalls and drive aisles shall conform to all other regulations in
the City Code.
3) A building permit shall be obtained prior to installation for the parking spaces identified
as “Proof of Parking”. Future installation of Proof of Parking area can be processed
administratively through the Planning Department as part of the Site Plan approval if
completed in accordance with the plans submitted under this review.
4) Saltbox shall be required to maintain a listing of building tenants and provide said
listing to the City upon request as needed for verification of occupancy in satisfaction
of nonconforming uses.
2. Recommend Approval as Submitted: Motion to recommend approval of Planning Case 22007 for a Site Plan Review at 4440 Round Lake Road W., based on the findings of fact and the
submitted plans in the May 4, 2022 Report to the Planning Commission.
3. Recommend Denial: Motion to recommend denial of Planning Case 22-007 Site Plan Review
at 4440 Round Lake Road W., based on the following findings of fact: findings to deny should
specifically reference the reasons for denial.
4. Table: Motion to table Planning Case 22-007 for Site Plan Review at 4440 Round Lake Road
W.: a specific reason and/or information request should be included with a motion to table.
Public Notice and Comments
Staff published a notice in the Pioneer Press as per City procedure. Public notices were mailed out
on April 22, 2022. The mailing was sent to neighbors within 500 feet of the subject parcel. No
comments have been received regarding this application as of April 27, 2022.
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Deadline for Agency Actions
The City of Arden Hills received the completed application for this request on April 1, 2022.
Pursuant to Minnesota State Statute, the City must act on this request by May 30, 2022 (60 days),
unless the City provides the petitioner with written reasons for an additional 60-day review period.
With consent of the applicant, the City may extend the review period beyond the initial 120 days.
Attachments
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Land Use Application
Location Map
Applicant Narrative
Site Plans
Parking Study

Page 7 of 7

Attachment A
For Office Use Only
Planning Case No.
Submittal Date
Application Completed Date

1245 West Highway 96
Arden Hills, Minnesota 55112
Telephone (651) 792-7800
Fax (651) 634-5137
www.cityofardenhills.org

22-

Accepted by
Receipt Number
Council Decision
Council Decision Date

2022 LAND USE APPLICATION
Applicant Information
Applicant: Gregory D. Lee on behalf of Baker Hostetler LLP
Address: 200 S Orange Avenue, Suite 2300 Orlando, FL 32801
Telephone No.:

407-649-4000

Other:

Fax No.:
Email Address:

glee@bakerlaw.com

Property Information
Property Owner:

WC Arden Hills LLC, C/O Watchung Capital LP

412 W 15th Street, 16th Floor, New York NY 10011
Owner Telephone No. (202) 288-3991
Other:
Owner Address:

Address of Property Involved: 4400 West Round Lake Road, Arden Hills, MN 55112
Legal Description:
Property ID No.: PID# 213023230001
Type of Use: Warehouse and shipping facility.
Zone: Gateway Business District

Property Acreage: 7.838

 Rezoning or TCAAP Regulating Plan Amendment

Type of Request

(Fee: $500 + Escrow: $1,500)

 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Fee: $550 +

 Zoning Code or TCAAP Redevelopment Code

Escrow: $2,500)

 Conditional Use or Interim Use Permit/CUP or IUP
Amendment (Fee: $400 + Escrow: $1,500)

Amendment (Fee: $400 + Escrow: $1,500)

 City Code Amendment (Fee: $350 + Escrow:
$1,500)

 Preliminary Plat (Fee: $500 + Escrow: $2,500)
 Lot Split/Minor Subdivision (R-1 and R-2 Districts
 Final Plat (Fee: $450 + Escrow: $1,000)
Only) (Fee: $350 + Escrow: $1,500)

Variance or Permitted Adjustment (Fee: $350 +
 Concept Plan Review (Fee: $300 + Escrow: $750)
$1,000)
 Master Planned Unit Development or Master Special  Escrow:
Vacation of Easement or Right-of-Way (Fee: $150 +
Development Plan (Fee: $600 + Escrow: $2,500)
Escrow: $1,000)
 Final Planned Unit Development or Final Special
 Appeal of Administrative Decision (Fee: $150 +
Development Plan (Fee: $350 + Escrow: $2,000)

 Planned Unit Development Amendment or Special

Development Plan Amendment (Fee: $400 + Escrow:
$1,500)

Escrow: $1,000)

 Land Use Requests – Not Already Specified (Fee:
$150 + Escrow: $1,000

 Site Plan Review (Fee: $450 + Escrow: $1,500)
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Brief Description of Request (please also include a typed, detailed letter explaining the project):
Revise site plan to reflect an additional 36 parking spaces (to bring total current parking up to 145 spaces)
and illustrate where an additional potential 20 parking spaces can be added in the future if needed. This
submittal is consistent with the feedback and direction received during Concept Review with the City on
March 21 during the City Council Workshop.

*IMPORTANT*
 Certain applications are subject to review and approval by the Rice Creek Watershed
District. Contact RCWD directly at 763-398-3070 for additional information.
 The land use application fees do not cover building, sign, or other permit fees that
may be required upon approval of a land use application.
 All applications will be subject to additional fees for reimbursement of consultant costs
associated with filing, reviewing, and processing of application in the form of an
escrow to the City.

Filing & Information Requirements
The City requests that you make a pre-application meeting with the City Planner to discuss the application
process, requirements, and deadlines. Unless waived by the City Planner or Planning Commission, a certified
survey of the property is required for all applications. A checklist with additional application requirements can be
found at www.cityofardenhills.org/landuseapplications.

Complete/Incomplete Applications
Under Minnesota Statute, Chapter 15.99, cities have 15 business days to review all plans and application
materials to ensure they satisfy City requirements. During the 15 day review period, planning staff will provide
written comments on the application and may request plan revisions. If the application is determined to be
complete, Minnesota State Statute then requires the City to approve or deny the application within 60 days, up
to 120 days. If not complete, the City may require plan revisions and/or additional information before the
application is scheduled for Planning Commission review and/or City Council action. Project will not be
scheduled for any meeting until the application submittal is found to be complete by the City Planner.

Payment of Fees and Escrows
The undersigned acknowledges that she/he understands that before a land use application can be deemed
complete, all required fees and escrows must be paid to the City. The applicant is responsible for all costs
incurred by the City related to the processing of this application. Each separate land use request shall be
charged a separate administrative fee and escrow even if submitted on the same application. Costs expended in
reviewing and processing an application will be charged against the cash escrow and credited to the City.
Charges to the escrow may include planning and engineering staff time, City Attorney and consulting fees, and
mailing costs. If, at any time, a required cash escrow is depleted to less than 20 percent of its original amount,
the applicant shall deposit additional funds in the cash escrow account as determined by the City. The City may
withhold final action on a land use application, withhold building permits, and/or rescind prior action until all fees
have been paid. Unused portions of an escrow are returned to the applicant upon successful implementation of
an approved plan. The escrow may be reduced or increased by the City Planner on a project by project basis.

Notice of Meeting Attendance
In order for the Planning Commission and the City Council to consider any application, the applicant or a
designated representative must be present at the scheduled meeting. If not, the matter may be tabled until the
next available agenda.
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Meeting Schedule
Planning Commission meetings are typically held on the first Wednesday after the first Monday of each month at
6:30 PM, though please contact City Hall to verify the meeting date and time. City Council meetings are held
typically the last Monday of the same month at 7:00 PM. Meetings are held in the Council Chambers at the City
of Arden Hills, 1245 West Highway 96, Arden Hills, Minnesota 55112, unless otherwise stated. The schedules
below are for reference purposes only. Project will not be scheduled for any meeting until the application
submittal is found to be complete by the City Planner.

2022 Planning Commission and City Council Schedule (*subject to change)
TENTATIVE
PLANNING
COMMISSION
MEETING DATE*
(Generally held on the
first Wednesday after the first
Monday at 6:30 p.m.)
January 5
February 9
March 9
April 6
May 4
June 8
July 6
August 3
September 7
October 5
November 9
December 7
January 4 (2023)

TENTATIVE
CITY COUNCIL
MEETING
DATE*
(Generally held on the
fourth Monday at 7:00 p.m.)

DEADLINE FOR
LAND USE
APPLICATION
SUBMISSION

(1st day of the
preceding month)

January 24
February 28
March 28
April 25
May 23
June 27
July 25
August 22
September 26
October 24
November 28
January 9 (2023)
January 23 (2023)

December 1 (2021)
January 3
February 1
March 1
April 1
May 2
June 1
July 1
August 1
September 1
October 3
November 1
December 1

Acknowledgement and Signature
I hereby apply for the above consideration and declare that the information and materials submitted with this
application are complete and accurate per city code and ordinance requirements. I fully understand that I am
responsible for all costs incurred by the City related to the processing of this application.

__________________________________________________

3/1/2022
________________

________________________________________________

4/4/2022
________________

Property Owner Signature (Required)

Applicant Signature (If different than the property owner)

Date

Date

Please contact the City Planner at 651-792-7800
if you have any questions regarding this application.
Additional copies of this application form are available on the City’s website: www.cityofardenhills.org/landuseapplications
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Attachment B
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4/26/2022

Saltbox – Site Plan Review
City of Arden Hills
PRESENTATION

What is Saltbox?
Saltbox offers modern
warehouse spaces primarily for
digital commerce companies.
Saltbox provides essential
operations and logistics
infrastructure to these
entrepreneurs, allowing them to
start, grow, and scale their
businesses. Saltbox offers
warehouse and office suites, ondemand operations specialists,
order fulfillment, and daily
pickups from preferred carriers.

1

4/26/2022

Intention for the Property
Saltbox intends to fit out modern shared warehouse space
to provide its members the ability to operate in one central
location with enterprise logistics capabilities. Saltbox will
offer members of this location a turnkey private warehouse
suite equipped with power, HVAC, and Wi-Fi, as well as
loading docks, conference rooms, and co-working /
common areas. Daily pickups from preferred carriers and
on-demand operations specialists are included as part of
the offering.

2

4/26/2022

City Council Workshop
March 21, 2022
• Concept Review Feedback Regarding Site Plan
– 107 existing parking spaces
– Adding 36 parking spaces (for a total of 145 parking spaces)
– Identifying an area on site where Saltbox can add 20
additional potential future parking spaces if needed

Intention for the Property – Site Plan
The Saltbox business plan requires primarily interior fit-out work (modular walls of warehouse suites, bathroom
refurbishment, furnishings, décor, etc. The building is otherwise well laid out and appointed for Saltbox’s intended use.

3

4/26/2022

Parking Analysis

Contact Info:
Saltbox:
Maxwell Bonnie
1720 Peachtree Road NE
Suite 300
Atlanta, GA 30309
646-334-1182
maxwell@saltbox.com

Baker Hostetler:
Gregory D. Lee
200 South Orange Avenue
Suite 2300
Orlando, FL 32801
407-649-4096
glee@bakerlaw.com

4
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS & LAND SURVEYORS
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FILE NO. 20-2-2046D9

20'-0"

20'-0"

PROPERTY LINE
20'-0" BUILDING
SET BACK LINE

20'-0" BUILDING
SET BACK LINE

50'-0"

WEST

50'-0" BUILDING
AND PARKING
SET BACK LINE

ORIGINAL
BUILDING
1980

LAKE

ROAD

BUILDING
ADDITION
1990

20'-0" PARKING
SET BACK LINE

20'-0"

SITE INFORMATION
ZONING DISTRICT: GATEWAY BUSINESS DISTRICT

10'-0" BUILDING
SET BACK LINE

10'-0"

LEGAL NON-CONFORMING USE
SUBJECT PROPERTY: GROSS AREA 358,036 SF (8.219 ACRES)
SUBJECT PROPERTY: NET AREA 341,529 SF (7.840 ACRES)
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ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1" = 30'-0"

SITE INFORMATION
ZONING DISTRICT: GATEWAY BUSINESS DISTRICT

I hereby certify that this plan, specification, or
report was prepared by me or under my direct
supervision and that I am a duly licensed architect
under the laws of the state of Minnesota.

LEGAL NON-CONFORMING USE
SUBJECT PROPERTY: GROSS AREA 358,036 SF (8.219 ACRES)
SUBJECT PROPERTY: NET AREA 341,529 SF (7.840 ACRES)
TOTAL BUILDING AREA: 113,387 GSF

XXX
Date:

EXISTING PARKING: 107 STALLS (INCLUDES 4 HC STALLS)

Issue / Revision

Date

ISSUE FOR CONCEPT REVIEW

03-15-2022

ISSUE FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW

04-01-2022

EXISTING DOCKS: 15 ACTIVE / 3 NON-ACTIVE

XX-XX-XXXX

Reg. No. xxxxx

EXISTING DRIVE-IN: 2 ACTIVE

PARKING CALCULATIONS:
PARKING REQUIREMENT SUMMARY:
BUILDING GSF:
BUILDING NSF:

113,587 GSF
111,545 NSF

OFFICE:
WHSE:

7,909 SF
103,636 SF

07%
93%

PARKING REQUIREMENTS:
OFFICE USE:

(1) SPACE / 250 SF

INDUSTRY USE: (1) SPACE / 1,000 SF
MULTIPLE OCC: (1) SPACE PER USE

Site Plan Review Proposed Layout

(7,909 / 250) = 32 STALLS
(103,636 / 1,000) = 104 STALLS
2 SPACES REQUIRED

Copyright 2021 Genesis Architecture

Job:
Drawn By:

2022.039.0
Checked By:
XXX

TOTAL PARKING STALLS REQUIRED:

138 STALLS

EXISTING PARKING STALLS ON SITE:

107 STALLS PER SURVEY

Sheet:

ADDITIONAL PARKING VIA STRIPING:

36 STALLS

TOTAL PARKING STALLS PROVIDED:

143 STALLS

ARCHITECTURAL
SITE PLAN

ADDITIONAL PROOF OF PARKING:

20 STALLS

TOTAL PROOF OF PARKING:

163 STALLS

DWS

AS-1.0

Attachment E
Saltbox Parking Analysis (March 2022)
Subject Property: Saltbox Farmers Branch (4653 Nall Rd., Farmers Branch, TX 75244)
Building Information:
● Total building size - approximately 66,000 square feet, consisting of 101 warehouse
suites and 15 rentable offices
● Maximum member occupancy - 186 member access passes
● Saltbox employees - typically 12 on site during normal business hours
● Parking spaces - 85
Parking Analysis Methodology:
● Parking utilization monitored over the entire month of February 2022.
● Parking monitored through review of multiple on-site security cameras.
Results:

Conclusions:
● Even at its peak, parking utilization at Saltbox Farmers Branch equals only 22% of the
total access passes plus Saltbox employees.
● The Arden Hills property has a conservative estimate of 398 potential members and 15
Saltbox employees on site at any given time. Accordingly, the anticipated peak parking
need is 91 spots, with most utilization significantly below that.
● Given this data, the existing 107 spots should be more than sufficient for our needs.

