
AGENDA
PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA
JUNE 22, 2021 

7:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER:

CALL OF ROLL:

DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM:

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

OPEN FORUM:
“An opportunity for members of the public to address the Planning Commission on items not on 
the current Agenda. Items requiring Planning Commission action may be deferred to staff for 
research and future Planning Commission Agendas if appropriate. You will be limited to two (2) 
minutes and we ask that you conduct yourself in a professional, courteous manner, and refrain 
from the use of profanity. Failure to abide by this policy may result in the loss of your privilege to 
speak.”

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

1. Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming, 
Minnesota Planning Commission for June 8, 2021.

SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS:

2. None.

NEW BUSINESS: 

3. Site Plan Review: Sp-21-002 - Hallberg RV Storage Facility
Location: Forest Boulevard / County Road 30
Applicant: Advanced Engineering Concepts
Owner: Hallberg Inc. (Austin Hallberg)
Property ID Numbers: 21.10293.00, 21.11084.72

OLD BUSINESS: 

4. None.

COMMUNICATIONS:

5. None.
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UPDATES:

6. Site Plan Review of the Widseth addition and parking lot improvements was approved by 
the City Council on June 15th with the Planning Commission's recommended conditions.

ADJOURN

UPCOMING:

7. Review of 2nd Draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update; Final Plat Summer Fields 2nd 
Addition.
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 
JUNE 8, 2021 

7:00PM 
CALL TO ORDER: 
Planning Commission Chairman Lobermeier called the Regular Meeting of the Wyoming Planning 
Commission for June 8, 2021 to order at 7:00 PM 
 
CALL OF ROLL: 
On a Call of the Roll the following members of the Wyoming Planning Commission were present:  
Mark Lobermeier, Kevin Teel, Bryan Murdock, Katie West, and Roger Carr  
 
ABSENT: None 
 
Also Present: Fred Weck Zoning Administrator and Council Liaison Brett Ohnstad 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM: 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
OPEN FORUM: NONE 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
1. Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming, Minnesota 

Planning Commission for May 25, 2021 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER WEST, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
CARR, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE “REGULAR MEETING” OF THE WYOMING, 
MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION FOR  MAY 25, 2021 AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Murdock, West, Teel, Carr, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:   None 

 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: NONE 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
2. Site Plan Review Sp-21-001 Widseth Smith and Nolting 

Location:  5368 266th Street 
Applicant:  PMI Construction Services 

 
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that he had e-mailed out some additional information just prior 
to the meeting and placed copies at their places.  He stated that in the staff report, staff had 
recommended tabling this request in order to give the applicant more time to revise and complete 
their plans.  He stated that in the meantime, he had briefly gone through the additional information 
that Tim Houle of Widseth Smith and Nolting had provided and suggested that he go ahead and 
address some of the items that were noted in the staff report.   
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Tim Houle explained that he is a civil engineer with Widseth Smith and Nolting and noted that 
they frequently just go by Widseth.  He stated that Mike Koch from PMI Construction was also 
present at the meeting and will be the contractor for the project.  He stated that that their building 
project will be split into two phases with the first just remodeling the existing building and the 
second phase will include adding a garage for their vehicles.  He stated that they purposefully did 
not submit all the required documents with things like the lighting and signage plans because they 
wanted to see what the City thought about their big items before they invested too much time in 
the project.  He stated that they understand why staff’s initial recommendation was to table the 
application but noted that he is hopeful that they can have a discussion with the Commission to 
get feedback and garner conditional approval for moving forward with this application.  He stated 
that there are a few things that are causing them some challenges that are really out of the 
ordinary such as supply chain problems and pricing challenges.  He stated that they are 
concerned about the time frame of the project because of those issues and is another reason that 
they would like to keep the process moving forward.  He noted to address the landscaping and 
screening concerns raised in the staff report, they have submitted some pictures and noted that 
the site is fairly well treed and explained that there are presently 9 trees on the site, 3 on the west 
side and 6 on the east side near the residential area.  He stated that will need to figure out where 
to put 3 more trees in order to meet the request by the City.  He stated that they understand that 
they will need to replace the 4 trees they plan to remove with this project in addition to adding the 
3 more trees that are required.   
Chair Lobermeier asked if the Commission had any questions for the applicant regarding trees 
and screening.   
Commissioner West asked how close they are to having a preliminary landscape plan to show 
the locations of these trees.  She stated that is something she would like to see but imagines that 
the City Council would also find it helpful.   
Mr. Houle explained that they received the staff report on Friday and reiterated that they are 
pulling together some additional information, but wanted to see what the initial reaction is from 
the Commission and noted that he hopeful that by next Monday they will have a plan sheet to 
show.   
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that the City Council packets go out on Friday, so they 
would need additional information from Mr. Houle by Thursday.   
Mr. Houle stated that is helpful information and will have the information ready by then.   
Commissioner Murdock noted that he thinks some understory trees between the residences and 
the business seem like the best way to go and doesn’t know why the Commission should hold up 
the entire process surrounding this point.   
Chair Lobermeier asked about tree removal along the east side and noted that some that were 
related to the U-drive for the garage and some were related to stormwater.  He stated that to get 
the garage where it is needed with the U-drive makes sense and noted that he believes there is 
some landscaping that could be done there.  He stated that he thinks there may be other options 
for stormwater that can be covered later.   
Mr. Houle stated that related to landscaping and screening there is a requirement in the City 
ordinances related to screening between residential areas and a parking lot.  He stated that the 
screening is supposed to be a wall, a fence, or densely planted compact hedge or tree cover not 
less than 4 feet in height.  He stated that they wanted to get some kind of feedback from the 
Commission on which screening they would prefer.  He stated that his first idea was to go with 
vegetation because he doesn’t think a wall would be appropriate in that neighborhood.   

Page 4 of 29



3 

Chair Lobermeier stated that the Commission is not in any position to tell the applicant’s which 
way they should go, but noted that have probably seen vegetation more often in this type of 
situation.   
Commissioner Murdock stated that any trees that meet the understory requirement as part of their 
screening, will count towards trees too.   
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that it actually depends on what type of tree is chosen, for 
example, if they choose an evergreen that could work on the screening side also.   
Mr. Houle noted that they had spoken preliminarily, when they purchased the building, about the 
idea of whether they wanted to spend the funds to put in a garage and thought about just using 
the existing parking lot and remodeling the building.  If so, they would not have to do any screening 
and noted that may be something the City wanted to keep in mind in the future when they look at 
their ordinances because there is a bit of a dichotomy in the ordinance.  He stated that if they 
want to put in a garage, they have to do screening, but if they did not do a garage, they would not 
have to provide screening.  He moved on to discuss stormwater and drainage and explained that 
they do have rate control requirements and are proposing two stormwater basins that would have 
approximately a two-foot dish.  He stated that it will be a grassed depression and will be mow-
able.  He stated that they sized the two basins for the 100-year, 24-hour storm and have driveway 
curb and gutters and driveway valley gutters to direct the new impervious from the building and 
from the U-drive into the basins.  He stated that they believe they will able to show that they will 
be addressing stormwater on site and were not counting on infiltration but their understanding is 
that the soils are sandier in nature, so infiltration may occur.  He stated that they did not show 
overflow elevations, but the general nature of the slope is towards Felton Avenue right now and 
that will not change.  He noted that they will indicate on their drawings that both basins will 
overflow towards the street after detaining the 100-year, 24-hour storm.  He stated that the 
finished floor measurement is at 902.6 and the top of the basin is right around 901, so they are 
asking for 1.6 feet rather than 2 feet.  He stated that he understands the freeboard requirement, 
but would hope that the 1.6 feet would be found to be reasonable.  He stated that it has been 
suggested to use a wet type seed mix and his thought was that they have to mow and maintain 
it, so he would hope that they could have some latitude to choose an appropriate seed mix based 
on the condition of the basin.   
Chair Lobermeier asked how the water will get from the two new basins to the southwest corner 
of the site.   
Mr. Houle stated that the basins on the east side are not set up to drain to the west side.  He 
explained that the two basins on the east side will contain the 100-year, 24-hour storm. 
Chair Lobermeier stated that the basins are not designed as wet detention but were designed to 
retain a 6-inch rainfall which is a lot.  He noted that he is a retired civil engineer and questioned 
why the water was not taken to the west side where there is already a natural depression with an 
outlet.  He asked if the applicant had taken a look at that to see if there is a way for them to bring 
storm water where it appears to want to go.  He stated that most of the site drains there and has 
always drained there.  They are not planning to add too much impervious surface which may also 
mean that no grading would be needed on the east side which would save some of the trees.    
Mr. Houle explained that when they looked at the existing site, they noted that the drainage 
appears to be fine and did not want to interrupt or mess with the parking lot of the building.  He 
agreed that the west appears to have capacity, but they believe that there is a highway easement 
over there, and were planning to stay away from interacting with MnDOT, if at all possible.  When 
they decided to put in the improvements on the east side with the garage, they asked if there was 
a reasonable way to take it past or around the building and could not come up with a reasonable 
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way to do that which is why they proposed sizing the basins and were able to save 3 of the trees.   
Chair Lobermeier referenced a project from a few years ago for a new dental office which ended 
up with a stormwater pond in the front and part of what he is talking about is in areas where that 
doesn’t make sense to have to do that.  He stated that it is their site plan, but if they are looking 
for options, that may be one to consider.   
Mr. Houle stated that elevation-wise, if they were adding the garage at the first-floor elevation, 
they may have had a different take on whether they could go to the west, but since they are putting 
the garage basically between the first floor and the basement, it was lower than it would have 
been ideal to get across to the west side.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he is assuming staff will want to see where the water will go in the 
instance where the ponds fill up.   
Mr. Houle stated that they can show where the overflow from the basins will go.  He noted that 
the highest edge of the pavement is 900.6 feet.   
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that when the streets were redone in the area, they had a tough 
time trying to figure out how to get the water to move because it is so flat in the area.   
Commissioner Murdock asked if there was a reason that the drainage cannot go west along the 
north side of the building.   
Mr. Houle stated that it would probably have to be piped because the entire new roof will go to 
the south.  He noted that right now the north basin is there because trying to get everything to tilt 
to the south was going to be difficult.  He stated that the staff report was correct that they did not 
indicate where the garbage enclosure would be kept and explained that they planned to put the 
garbage in the garage and will note that on their updated plan sheet.  He stated that there were 
a few access questions from the staff report relating to sidewalks and the promotion of walkability.  
He stated that currently, the old clinic building has a sidewalk from the front door down to Felton 
and the City put in a sidewalk on the east side of Felton.  He stated that they did not show a new 
sidewalk connecting their front door to Felton.  He stated that the streets have been basically set 
up for vehicles and noted that some cities have wider streets so they can be used for parking or 
for people to walk along them.  He stated that they would understand if they were a retail business 
or if they were still a clinic that the walkability may be more of a need, but with their type of 
business, there is not a lot of walk-up traffic.  He stated that their request is that they do not have 
to continue the sidewalk between the new garage, the u-drive and up the sloped path to the front 
door.  He stated that they are also requesting to use a 5-foot-wide sidewalk and noted that the 
existing sidewalk is 4 feet wide and complies with the ADA requirements.   
Commissioner Teel stated that he would prefer a sidewalk even though the use will not be retail.  
He stated that he works in downtown St. Paul and he frequently walks during his lunchbreak and 
would like to give that opportunity not only to the citizens of the City, but also to the associates of 
Widseth so they are able to walk and head to the grocery store, for example, without having to 
just walk-through parking lots to get around the area.  He noted that he understands that there 
isn’t a crosswalk in the area, so he is not sure what the ‘right’ answer is, but is concerned that 
there is no way for their associates to get safely from their building to a sidewalk to take a walk 
during their lunch break to get to a restaurant or the grocery store.   
Mr. Houle noted that he made a good point about the crossing and explained that they can go 
through the garage and out the u-drive because it has a pedestrian door.  He reiterated that their 
request would be to allow their staff to come out the garage and the u-drive and cut across the 
street just like the present situation.   
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that he agreed with Commissioner Teel’s suggestion.   
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Commissioner Murdock questioned how they would walk around the front of their building and 
get from the front entry of the building to the u-drive.  
Mr. Houle stated that currently only staff would go to the u-drive and would go through the garage.     
Commissioner Murdock asked what would happen if this property is sold in the future to something 
that has a more retail use, and there is no sidewalk, would the City then require the new user to 
put in a sidewalk.   
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that would only be if they had to do another site plan review.   
Council Liaison Ohnstad stated that he would like to make sure that fire safety is taken into 
consideration and those types of vehicles would have easy access. 
 
Mr. Houle addressed the comments in the staff report regarding lighting and signage.  He noted 
that they now have a lighting plan from their electrical engineer so that will be submitted to the 
City.  For signage, they do have a photo of the existing sign near Highway 8 and would propose 
to have something very similar to that at 266th and Highway 61.  He noted that they have not yet 
made any decision regarding on on-building sign and noted that it is not like their business will be 
an ‘impulse’ business for someone to see the sign and stop in.   
Chair Lobermeier thanked Mr. Houle for having this dialogue with the Commission and noted that 
he thought it was a very helpful conversation.   
Mr. Houle reiterated that they are hoping to keep the process moving forward. 
 
3. MOTION BY COMMISSIONER LOBERMEIER, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER WEST, 

TO RECOMMEND CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF THE SITE PLAN REVIEW FOR 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 5368 266TH STREET, FOR WIDSETH SMITH AND NOLTING, 
SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS NOTED IN THE STAFF REPORT, THAT INCLUDES THE 
TREE REPLACEMENT AND RE-SCREENING OF THE RESIDENTIAL AREA TO THE 
EAST AS DISCUSSED, NOTING THAT SCREENING, IF DONE WITH TREES MAY 
REDUCE THE ADDITIONAL TREES THAT NEED TO COME INTO THE SITE, THAT 
INFORMATION BE PROVIDED TO STAFF SHOWING WHERE WATER WILL FLOW ON 
THE SITE AS WELL AS THE FREEBOARD REQUESTED, THE ADDITION OF THE  5 
FOOT SIDEWALK ,AS WELL AS A REQUIREMENT FOR A SIDEWALK FROM THE 
FRONT OF THE BUILDING, ALL THE WAY UP THE U-DRIVE OUT TO FELTON. 
 
Voting Aye: Murdock, West, Teel, Carr, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:   None 

 
Chair Lobermeier stated that he thinks this is a good project and is happy to see something go 
into this space.  He asked how many employees will initially be using the building.  
 
Mr. Houle stated that they currently have 10-11 employees and have room for close to 20 
employees without including the basement space.   
 
OLD BUSINESS:  NONE 
 
COMMUNICATIONS:  NONE 
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UPDATES:   
 
Sunrise Riverbank:  Rezoning, Preliminary Plat, and Conditional Use Permit were approved by 
the City Council on June 1, 2021. 
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that at the next meeting there will be a site plan review for 
Hallberg Self-Storage.   
 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER MURDOCK, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER TEEL, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 8, 2021 “REGULAR MEETING” OF 
THE WYOMING, MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION AT 7:53 PM. 
 
Voting Aye: Murdock, West, Teel, Carr, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None  
Abstain:  None 
Absent:   None 

Page 8 of 29



1 

CITY OF WYOMING 
Planning Commission 

 
 
TO:    Planning Commission 
FROM:   Tom Ramler-Olson, City Planner 

Fred Weck 
MEETING DATE:  June 22, 2021 
RE: Site Plan review of Project at 27625 Forest Boulevard 
APPLICANT:  Advanced Engineering Concepts (Matt Appel) 
OWNER:   Hallberg Inc. (Austin Hallberg) 
PROPERTY: PIDs 21.10293.00, 21.11084.72 
FILE NO.:   SP-21-002 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Requested Action 

Advanced Engineering Concepts (“applicant”), on behalf of Hallberg Inc. (“property owner”), is 
requesting a site plan review of a proposal to construct an indoor and outdoor recreational vehicle 
storage facility at the property 27625 Forest Boulevard (“subject property”).  Plans provided by 
the applicant show improvements over two lots at the subject property: a north lot which will 
feature the buildings and associated site features (PID 21.10293.00; “north lot”), and an outlot 
south of it that will largely be used for an infiltration basin (PID 21.11084.72; “outlot”). 

Staff Recommendation 
Based on staff’s review and the standards for approval, staff recommends tabling consideration of 
the site plan proposed at 27625 Forest Boulevard based on the following findings: 

1. Plans need to be revised so that the proposed buildings comply with the rear yard setback 
distance required for structures on lots zoned Industrial. 

2. More detail must be provided about the proposed screening fence and indicated on the site 
plan describing the height, material, opacity, and other pertinent attributes. 

3. Signs are not shown on any of the plans.  Should they actually be part of the proposal, 
drawings need to be updated to indicate their location, size, and appearance. 

4. The building design must be revised to propose an exterior material(s) that comply with 
Sections 40-287 (1) and 40-451.  

5. The applicant must provide a Woodland Preservation Plan showing information consistent 
with Section 40-556, including but not limited to the species of trees on the subject 
property, trees proposed for preservation, trees proposed for removal, and replacement 
required by ordinance. 
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General Staff Review 

The subject property is currently undeveloped consisting mostly of open area.  The site is bound 
by Forest Boulevard (County Rd 22) to the east and I-35 and the Sunrise Prairie Trail to the west.  
Property to the south is commercial/light industrial (Truck, Trailer and RV Alignment shop).  The 
adjoining parcel to the north is undeveloped and used for agricultural purposes.  Surrounding 
properties to the east are primarily low-density residences. 

 

Direction Planned Land Use / Current Zoning 

North Light Industrial and General Business / A – Agriculture 

West Light Industrial and General Business / A – Agriculture (west of I-35) 

South Light Industrial and General Business / C – Commercial 

East Semi-Rural Housing / R2 - Rural Residential II 

 
The proposed use at the subject property is indoor and outdoor storage of recreational vehicles.  
To accomplish the indoor storage, the plans show four buildings: the two most northern buildings 
(buildings 3 and 4) measuring 50 feet by 226 feet; the most southern (buildings 1 and 2) at 40 feet 
by 280 feet.  Just south of the buildings is the outdoor storage area, composed of a row of 17 
parking stalls, each sized to accommodate a recreational vehicle measuring 40 feet by 9 feet.  The 
plans propose 103,021 square feet of gravel surfacing covering the subject property.  Through 
conversation, the applicant has proposed that the subject property, minus the outlot with the 
infiltration basin, will be enclosed in a screening fence with an opaqueness of 90 percent.  Between 
the driving area and the edge of the subject property is a 22-foot grass filter strip.  In addition to 
the infiltration basin on the outlot, two more are shown between the grass strip and the front 
property line on both sides of the access drive. 

General Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance 

The subject property is guided Light Industry and General Business in the currently adopted 
Comprehensive Plan, which is described in that document as follows: 

“Plan and zone for the development of a range of businesses including light manufacturing, 
offices, sales, and research and development.  Selectively allow retail or service business 
by conditional use permit, particularly in the Light Industry area south of Downtown.  
Locations for industries designated by this plan include portions of the Highway 61 
corridor and the site of the former landfill operation along Railroad Avenue.  Apply zoning 
regulations to control site planning, landscaping, lighting, parking, truck handling, outdoor 
storage, signs, and access.  All parcel access must be via City streets.  Encourage private 
redevelopment of properties that have aging buildings and outdoor storage. 
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The Industrial and Business Area will allow a variety of light manufacturing, office-
showroom and office buildings.  Outdoor storage of good and materials should only be 
allowed under a “conditional use permit” that specifies visual screening with buildings, 
walls, fences, berms and/or landscaping.” 

Section 40-521 specifies the circumstances that would require a conditional use permit for exterior 
storage, such as where “there exists potential that such storage may be a hazard to the public health, 
safety, convenience, morals, or has a depreciating effect upon nearby property values, or impairs 
scenic views, or constitutes a threat to living amenities.”  The risks or threats posed by the exterior 
storage to any nearby residential are mitigated by the subject property being separated from those 
residential areas by a county road and the proposed screening fence that will obscure the storage.  
Therefore, there is no need for a conditional use permit. 

The subject property was rezoned from Commercial to Industrial in August 2020.  The purpose of 
the Industrial District is as follows: 

“The Industrial district is established to provide standards of development for certain industrial or 
manufacturing uses that prefer to be located in choice or strategic sites and to prevent serious 
problems of compatibility with other non-industrial types of land uses.” 

Self-storage is a permitted use in the Industrial District.  The following table compares other 
standards in the Industrial District (Section 40-286) with what is proposed: 

 

 Lot Width Lot Size Front Yard 
Setback 

Side Yard 
Setback 

Rear Yard 
Setback 

Industrial 
District 

Standards 

200 feet (215 
on corner lots) 

Min. 2.5-acres 
with Min. 1 

acre buildable 

135 feet from 
CL of 

highways & 
arterials 

10 feet 
(principal 
building) 

35 feet 
(principal 
building) 

Proposal >200 feet >1 acre 
buildable ~170 feet 30 feet 22 feet 

 
As noted in bold above, the proposed buildings encroach upon the rear yard setback by 13 feet.  
Staff requires that the applicant address this conflict and revise plans accordingly. 
Access 
The applicant proposes one access driveway from Forest Blvd onto the site.  Section 40-681 
requires that driveway access be a minimum of “sixteen (16) feet in width and shall not exceed 
twenty-two (22) feet in width.”  Plans show the driveway access with a width of 30 feet.  The 
County Engineer reviewed these plans and required that the width be 30 feet.  Staff is waiting to 
hear weather Chisago County has any improvements required at County Road 30 such as turn 
lanes.  Staff will require the access be located directly across from 279th Street rather than having 
an offset intersection.    
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To the west of the subject property is the Sunrise Prairie Trail.  Existing conditions show two 
walking strips that connect that trail with the Sunrise Meadows subdivision on the other side of 
County Rd 22.  Site improvements do not include any pedestrian access through the property to 
the Sunrise Prairie Trail. 

Screening 
The applicant is proposing a screening fence along the boundary of the subject property minus the 
south infiltration basin.  Based on email communications, the applicant has suggested that the 
fence has a height of 8 feet and an opacity of 90 percent.  Staff requires that the applicant update 
plans with annotation that formally documents the proposed design of the screening fence. 

Per Section 40-722, screening is required when exterior storage of goods or materials which 
unreasonably annoys or endangers the property values of surrounding property users.  While these 
impacts are not anticipated, the applicant is proposing screening nonetheless. 

Lighting 
The proposed building design has lighting fixtures attached to the front of each building.  Per 
Section 40-565, any lighting used to illuminate a structure, an off-street parking area, or other area 
in the Industrial District shall be arranged so as to deflect light away from any adjoining residential 
property or from any public right-of-way.  It is not expected that the proposed lighting will violate 
that standard. 

Signs 
Plans provided by the applicant do not show any signs.  If a sign or signs are to be part of the 
proposed building and/or site design, the applicant must provide that information in accordance 
with Section 40-750 and revise plans accordingly. 

Utilities 
The proposal does not include offices nor permanent employees at the subject property.  In which 
case, restroom facilities and associated utilities are not provided with the proposed development.  
If the City discovers that users requiring these facilities, the City will then require construction of 
restroom facilities and extension of municipal utilities. 

Drainage 
The site is outside of the Comfort Lake – Forest Lake Watershed District (CLFLWD) and 
permitting will not be required through the CLFLWD.  Based on the proposed disturbed area, a 
NPDES permit will be required and compliance with all NPDES permit standards will need to be 
demonstrated.  The site is outside of the floodplain, so no floodplain requirements are triggered. 

Applicant is proposing to meet stormwater management requirements utilizing a number of 
infiltration basins and swales onsite.  Proposed peak discharge rates are shown to meet or be 
reduced from existing peak discharge rates from the site for the 2-, 10- and 100-year events.  
Volume control and water quality requirements appear to be met; however, additional 
documentation is required to confirm.  
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Additional comments on the drainage design have been provided to the applicant as comments on 
their plans. 

Architecture and Design 
The architecture of the proposed buildings is utilitarian, featuring a shed-roof style covered in 
metal roof panels and exterior walls clad in textured wall panels.  The textured wall panels are 
metal painted with a textured coating that obscures the metal.  Staff’s assessment of this proposed 
exterior material is that it conflicts with the prohibition of metal-sided buildings in the Industrial 
District per Section 40-287 (1).  The applicant must revise the building design for a new exterior 
material(s) that are compatible with that Section. 

Landscape and Tree Preservation 
To make room for the improvements, the plans show removal of trees.  The number of removed 
trees is not clear because the applicant did not provide that information nor a landscape plan.  It is 
expected that trees removed qualify as significant trees.  Therefore, a Woodland Preservation Plan 
is required from the applicant and must be included in a revised site plan review application. 

Should the applicant be unable to replace the removed trees due to insufficient property area, an 
option for the applicant is to pay a fee in lieu of planting replacement trees consistent with Section 
40-556 (4) (a) 2.  The total fee must be confirmed on a Woodland Preservation Plan. 
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