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  City of Dundas 

Zoning Administrator’s Report 
 
Dundas Planning Commission Meeting,  

To: Dundas Planning Commission  

From: John M. McCarthy 

Date:     July 20, 2017 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

DeMann Riverside Properties, LLC, Preliminary Plat/PUD 
 
 
Background: Charles DeMann, DeMann Riverside Properties LLC, is proposing to develop an 11.09-acre 
property into 19 lots for the construction of freestanding single-family homes. The property was created by a lot 
line adjustment reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 16, 2017, and approved by Resolution 2017-07 
on March 27, 2017. A condition of approval is that all of the existing accessory structures on the 11.09-acre 
parcel be removed by May 16, 2017. A Sketch/Concept Plan was presented to and reviewed by the Planning 
Commission on March 16, 2017. A Sketch/Concept is considered a partial, incomplete application which shows 
the applicant’s basic intent and provides feedback from the Planning Commission.  The Concept was reviewed 
by the developer and Planning Commission with comments and concerns directed to the property owner. Based 
on the review, DeMann determined the project will proceed and submitted an application for a Preliminary Plat 
/Planned Unit Development. The application and appropriate fees were received by the City on June 12, 2017. 
The required notice of the public hearing was published in the official paper and mailed to property owners within 
350 feet of the boundaries of the subject property. 
 
 
Staff Report: Planner Nate Sparks and Engineer John Powell have prepared written comments regarding the 
application. Sparks’ comments review the proposal in regards to the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning 
Ordinance and Powell reviewed preliminary construction documents for operational and engineering concerns. 
 
The applicant indicates 41% or 4.60 acres is “..not suitable for development…’’ This is not the opinion of staff as 
the zoning code considers areas such as slopes and open space to be used to meet the density goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Code. It appears the comment is solely based on economic consideration.  As 
zoning administrator, I am concerned the requirement to remove the accessory structures in the agreed upon 
time has not been met. In addition, parking and stormwater management plans have become less acceptable. 
Designated parking space has been decreased from 13 in the Sketch/Concept plan to only 6 in the plan 
submitted by ISG. It is unclear how an easement for stormwater pond management will be provided. The 
preliminary plat submitted by Bohlen does not indicate an easement for pond access and management. A 
clubhouse and associated parking has been deleted from the proposal as presented in the concept plan and a 
small outlot has been created.  
 
Conditions can be placed on approval of the application. In addition to requiring specific information requested by 
the Engineer, Planner and other staff, some other conditions suggested to be imposed are: 
 1. Title documents as required by the City Attorney. 
 2. Restrictive covenants and CIC documents. 
 3. A Letter of Credit in an amount sufficient to complete the infrastructure improvements.  
 4. Recording of PUD documents, 

5. It is suggested concrete sidewalks connecting the interior of the development to the existing            
City sidewalk system be considered to comply with park dedication requirements. 

6. Driveways sufficient to park vehicles and building footprints be shown on the plan.  
7. Parking be better developed to safely and efficiently meet the needs of the development. 
8. A more comprehensive landscaping plan be included. 
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9 If the association does not maintain the stromwater system to City specification, a right to 
assess individual properties for the maintenance will be filed.  

10. Other conditions as determined by the Planning Commission.  
   
   

 
ACTION ITEMS 

 
DeMann Riverside Properties, Preliminary Plat and Planned Unit Development: The following actions are 
among those which the Planning Commission can consider regarding the DeMann application. The final 
decision regarding a recommendation will be made by the City Council  

1.  Recommend the Dundas City Council approve the proposed Preliminary Plat and PUD as 
presented. 
2.  Request City staff and consultants prepare an ordinance for action at the August Dundas 
Planning Commission meeting. The City has 120 days to approve or deny a preliminary plat.  
3. Recommend the Dundas City Council deny the application. 

(Motion) 
 

 
ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 

 
Budget: The Council is in preparing a draft budget in preparation for establishing a preliminary levy prior to the 
end of September. Each department is being reviewed prior to working on the entire budget.  
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PLANNING MEMO 
  
TO:   Dundas Planning Commission 
   John McCarthy, City Administrator  
  
FROM:  Nate Sparks 
  
REPORT DATE: July 13, 2017 
  
RE: DeMann PUD Preliminary Plan & Preliminary Plat 
   
Background 
DeMann Riverside Properties LLC has submitted a Planned Unit Development (PUD) Preliminary 
Plan and Preliminary Plat.  The PUD proposes nineteen single-family residential units on a private 
road. 
 
Subject Site 
The site is about 11 acres in size and is located southwest of 401 Railway Street South.  The site has a 
slope of greater than 12% in the middle of the site.  To the east of the property is land owned by the 
State along the river.  According to FEMA flood plain maps, the flood plain elevation in this area is 
about 923 feet and does not extend onto the site.  The property is generally vacant land. 
 
Zoning / Comprehensive Plan 
The site is zoned R-1, Single-Family Residential.  The applicant proposes to rezone the property to 
PUD.  The R-1 District allows for single family houses on lots of 10,000 square feet in area. 
 
In the Comprehensive Plan, the property is guided for a “Moderate Density Residential” use which 
allows for 4-8 units per net acre.  Moderate Density Residential is defined as: “Moderate-Density 
Residential areas provide space for residential neighborhoods or four (4) to eight (8) dwelling units 
per acre. The dominate housing type is the single family house on smaller lots. However, twin homes 
and townhomes in row buildings of six units or less (no back-to-back units) that are integrated into a 
neighborhood setting (no large clusters of multi-family buildings) are envisioned.” 
 
The surrounding properties are zoned R-1, while properties across the street are zoned and guided for 
industrial uses. 
 
As noted above, this land use designation requires 4-8 units per acre.  The site is 11 acres in size.  If 
deducting the outlot at the bottom of the slope and the County Road right-of-way dedication, this 
would result in about 3 units per acre, which is lower than the allowed density.  This development 
may require a comprehensive plan amendment or the Commission would need to find that the use is 
somehow otherwise compatible with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

http://www.nacplanning.com/
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Development Proposal 
The applicant is proposing 19 single family houses with an association outlot on a private street.  The 
private street is about 23 feet in width with a surmountable curb.  The houses vary in types from slab-
on-grade to look-out to walk-out.  The applicant states that this will be a common interest 
community.  An association will maintain the street and outlots.  The private street has two cul-de-
sacs on either end.  There are proposed parking areas inside the cul-de-sac turnarounds. 
 
The preliminary plat and engineering plans show different lot numbers.  This review uses the lot 
numbers from the engineering plans when mentioning specific lots. 
 
R-1 District Standards 
The R-1 District requires single family lots to be 75 feet wide and 10,000 square feet in area.  The 
proposed lots are about 80 feet wide and generally 110-160 feet deep.  Two of the lots are smaller 
than 10,000 square feet.   
 
Setbacks are required at 30 feet from the front, 25 from the rear, and 10 from the sides.  The houses 
are setback about 30 feet from the private street curb in most cases.  The lots on the cul-de-sac are 
narrower and have reduced front yard setbacks being about 15 feet from the road.  The house pads for 
corner lots have 20 foot setbacks to the curb of the corner lot line. 
 
Side yard setbacks are required to be 10 feet and it appears that all lots meet this standard.  There is 
also a required 25 foot setback to the rear yard.  Most lots are meeting this standard.  However, Lots 
15-18 have rear yard setbacks of 20 feet.      
 
PUD Flexibility 
The applicant is seeking PUD flexibility from the R-1 standards in order to accommodate this 
development plan.  The flexibilities being sought are for the inclusion of a private street and reduced 
front yard setbacks. 
 
Typically, a R-1 subdivision would require a street within a 50-60 foot wide right-of-way.  Then there 
is a 30 foot front yard setback to this right-of-way.  In this case, there is a 24 foot wide street and curb 
with setbacks being measured to the curb.  This results in a more compact design by about 18 feet on 
either side of the road. 
 
The Zoning Ordinance also requires all single-family houses to have full basements.  This plan 
proposes 11 slab on grade houses. 
 
In exchange for this flexibility, the applicant will be preserving the land down from the slope within 
an association outlot.   
 
PUD Review 
In the City’s Zoning Ordinance it states that “PUDs are permitted to achieve the coordinated 
integration of land parcels and large commercial and retail establishments into the community, as 
well as appropriate mixes of residential, commercial, and industrial uses. It is recognized that 
traditional setbacks, parking, open space requirements, use, and subdivision regulations may not 
always be appropriate to achieve high quality development.” 
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Specifically, the PUD District is intended to encourage:  
A. Innovations in residential development to provide for greater variety in tenure, type, design, 

and siting of dwellings, open space, and parking; and to promote conservation and more 
efficient use of land.  

B. More convenience in location of accessory commercial and service areas.  
C. The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as natural topography 

and geologic features and the prevention of soil erosion.  
D. To allow variation from the provisions of this Ordinance including setbacks, height, lot area, 

width, depth, yards, etc.  
E. A high standard of site and building design for commercial and retail establishments that 

integrate well into the community.  
 
A PUD approval may allow the following: 

A. Variety. Within a comprehensive site design concept, a mixture of land uses, housing types 
and densities.  

B. Sensitivity. Through the departure from the strict application of required setbacks, yard areas, 
lot sizes, minimum house sizes, minimum requirements and other performance standards 
associated with traditional zoning, a PUD can maximize the development potential of land 
while remaining sensitive to its unique and valuable natural characteristics.  

C. Efficiency. The consolidation of areas for recreation and reductions in street lengths and other 
utility-related expenses. 

D. Density Transfer. The project density may be clustered, basing density on a number of units 
per acre in place of specific lot dimensions.  

E. District Integration. The combination of uses that are allowed in separate zoning districts such 
as:  

1. Mixed residential uses to allow both densities and unit types to be varied within the 
project.  

2. Mixed residential uses with increased density based upon the greater sensitivity of 
PUD projects to regulation.  

3. Mixed land uses with the integration of compatible land uses within the project. 
 
The City shall consider a proposed PUD from the point of view of all standards and purposes of the 
Comprehensive Plan to achieve a maximum coordination between the proposed development and the 
surrounding uses, the conservation of woodlands, wetlands, other natural features and the protection 
of health, safety and welfare of the community and residents of the PUD. To these ends, the City shall 
consider the location of the buildings, compatibility, parking areas and other features with respect to 
the topography of the area and existing natural features such as streams, bluffs, and woodlands; the 
efficiency, adequacy and safety of the proposed layout of parking, internal streets and driveways; the 
adequacy and location of green areas; the adequacy, location and screening of parking areas; and such 
other matters as the City may find to have a material bearing upon the stated standards and objectives 
of the Land Use Plan. 
 
Preliminary Plan Review 
 
Lots 
The lots range from about 8,900 square feet to 15,700 square feet in area.  Most lots are about 84-94 
feet in width.  Several lots at the end of the cul-de-sacs are narrower at about 50+ feet in width.   
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The slopes and depths on many lots will not provide for much usable yard space.  If decks or patios are 
to be provided they should be depicted on the preliminary plat. 
 
Streets & Access 
The proposed access is across the street from DeMann Court.  The internal street is proposed to be 
private and not within a typical right-of-way.  The proposed width of the street is 23 feet with a 
surmountable curb totaling 24 feet.  This is the minimum adequate width for two-way traffic but cannot 
accommodate on-street parking.  The two cul-de-sacs on the ends of the street have island type designs 
with drive lanes of about 20 feet.  It is not identified if the cul-de-sacs are intended to be one-way. 
 
The private street design does not allow for road extensions to neighboring properties in the future. 
 
Parking & Driveways 
Single-family housing requires two parking stalls per unit.  However, this is predicated on a typical 
situation with a 30 foot deep driveway and on-street parking, as it typical in most areas of the City.  
Multi-family parking, where such conditions are not assumed, requires 2.25 parking stalls per unit.   
 
The general proposed layout has a reduced front yard setback to a private street.  The private street is 
not wide enough to allow for parking, as proposed.  The depth of the driveways will be shorter than in 
a typical neighborhood, will allow for less parking. 
 
The driveway locations and widths are not identified on the plans.  In some cases, the length of the 
driveway may only be about 15 feet deep, which may not accommodate parking in the driveway 
(parking stalls are generally 9’ x 20’).       
 
There are six parking stalls shown within the island of the cul-de-sacs.  This number of parking stalls 
may be adequate.  The turning radius into these parking areas may make it difficult to maneuver.  
These parking areas also will cause disruptions to traffic flow and may have poor visibility.  The 
parking areas also may be too remote for use for visitors to the lots in the center of the development. 
 
It may be ideal to use Outlot A for parking and find a second parking area on the north side of the 
development.  Another alternative would be to widen the street to 28 feet and allow parking on one 
side of the road.  Such an option would need to be evaluated against the proposed driveway locations. 
 
Association Outlots 
An association outlot is proposed down the slope.  A stormwater pond is depicted in this area.  
Adequate access to the pond will need to be provided. 
 
A second association outlot is depicted on the southwest corner of the site.  A clubhouse here was 
shown on the concept plan.  Details of the proposed use of this lot should be provided. 
 
A third association outlot contains the private street. 
 
Details of the association’s responsibilities are required to be established. 
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Park Dedication & Trails 
Park dedication requirements need to be established and then dedicated at the time of final plat.  This 
site is not located within a park search area.  Railway Street is identified as a “parkway with multi-
purpose trails” in the Park & Trail Plan.   
 
The applicant is proposing a trail along Railway Street.  It may be ideal to establish connections to 
other improvements and/or crossings at this time.  Any off-site improvements could be included as 
park dedication. 
 
The proposed trail is within the County Road right-of-way.  This would require permission from the 
County.  If the width of the right-of-way cannot accommodate the trail, it may need to be placed in an 
easement.  The lack of depth on Lot 18 would make the trail easement close to the building site. 
 
It may be more feasible to have a trail on the opposite site of the County Road with a crossing in this 
location.  However, this side of the road is planned for residential uses while the opposite side is 
intended for industrial.  The users of the trail system are likely to originate from this side.  It may be 
ideal to have accommodations for trails on both sides of the road in the long-term.  Otherwise, there 
may be conflicts with people crossing the county road for use of the trail in several locations in this 
corridor. 
 
No interior sidewalks are proposed.  The Subdivision Ordinance states that “sidewalks shall be 
required on one side of any platted local street, both sides of collector or arterial streets, and both 
sides of cul-de-sac streets including the turn-around. In those cases where the Council deems 
appropriate and necessary, additional sidewalks of not less than five feet in width shall be provided. 
In all cases where sidewalks are provided, provision shall be made for handicapped access.” 
 
Architectural Standards  
The applicant has provided a sample house that is intended for this development.  The house is about 
56’ x 53’ in area.  The garage is about 26’ x 24’ in size. 
 
Grading & Drainage 
The grading and drainage will be subject to review and approval of the City Engineer.  Engineering 
comments have been provided. 
 
There is a stormwater pond down the large slope.  Adequate access to this pond is required.  The 
pond will need to be within an easement. 
 
Landscaping 
A landscaping plan has been provided depicting a row of Black Hills spruce trees along the north 
property line.  Also provided are arbor vitae and bird’s nest spruce along the County Road.  The 
anticipated full growth height of the bird’s nest spruce should be provided to ensure traffic visibility 
will be met.  The landscaping plan does not show any deciduous trees within the development.  
 
The City’s Zoning Ordinance states that where landscaping is proposed within a or drainage and 
utility easement, then a conditional use permit shall be secured which sets forth the terms and 
conditions for removal and replacement of such landscaping if work is necessary within the easement 
area.  There are plantings proposed within the drainage and utility easement. 
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Application Review 
As stated above, a PUD is intended to encourage innovation in residential design to provide greater 
variety in tenure, type, design, and siting of dwellings, open space, parking; to promote conservation 
and more efficient use of land; and the preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics 
such as natural topography and geologic features and the prevention of soil erosion.  In order to 
accomplish this the City may allow variation from the ordinance provisions such as setbacks, height, 
lot area, width, depth, and yards.  Generally, PUDs are intended to allow for creative and more 
efficient design in order to meet the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan in a manner outside of 
the strict zoning box. 
 
As proposed, the project utilizes a private street and reduced setbacks to accommodate a more 
compact development design.  This design allows for typical single family homes to be placed in an 
area where otherwise it would be difficult to accommodate such a use. 
 
As it stands, the development is not meeting the minimum density for the Comprehensive Plan.  Also, 
there are issues with gaining access to the storm pond.  The lots on the ends of the cul-de-sac appear 
to have minimal depth and distance to the road making the building orientation and driveway location 
key for evaluating these lots.  Perhaps, these areas would be more easily developed with some form 
of attached housing.  Having a better solution to the parking issue would be ideal, as well.  
 
The Planning Commission would need to find that this proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan and the purpose of the PUD District to recommend approval of this application.  Any 
recommendation of approval may be conditioned.  If recommended for approval, it may be advisable 
to include the following conditions: 
 

1. All comments from the City Engineer shall be addressed. 
2. Driveways and house footprints (including decks) shall be shown on the plans. 
3. Parking shall be supplied outside of the cul-de-sac island. 
4. Association documents shall be provided for review and approval by the City Attorney. 
5. Additional tree plantings may be advisable. 

 
 
cc: John Powell, City Engineer 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  John McCarthy, City Administrator/Clerk 

  City of Dundas, Minnesota 

 

Copies To:  Nate Sparks, City Planner  

 

From:  John M. Powell, P.E. 

 City Engineer 

 

Date:  July 11, 2017 

 

Re:  Preliminary Plat and PUD Application 

  DeMann Riverside Properties, LLC 

 

 

Following are comments on the referenced Preliminary Plat and PUD Application including the 

electronic files submitted to the City of Dundas on 6/12/17 by Mr. Reese Sudtelgte and accessed 

via https://is-grp.sharefile.com/d-s04446239de94e319  which included the following: 

• Construction plans prepared by ISG, 23 sheets, undated 

• Application Narrative 

• Development Application 

• Fire Truck Turning Exhibit 

• Pre-Drainage and Post-Drainage Maps  

• Pre-Drainage and Post-Drainage Report 

• Preliminary Plat prepared by Bohlen Surveying & Associates, dated 6/11/17 

 

Construction Plans 

Sheet 1 

1. Benchmark elevation is missing. 

2. The location map refers to County Road 3, it is State Highway 3. 

3. The quality level of the existing utility locations needs to be indicated consistent with the 

ASCE Standard Guideline for the Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility 

Data (38-02). 

 

Sheet 2 (blank) 

 

Sheet 3 

1. Watermain pipe is to be DIP Class 52 (PVC C-900 is proposed). 

2. Storm sewer is to be RCP (HDPE is proposed). 

 

 

 

https://is-grp.sharefile.com/d-s04446239de94e319
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Sheet 4 

1. A geotechnical report needs to be submitted in order to review the proposed roadway 

section (materials and thickness). 

2. “Edina Style” curb and gutter is proposed; a MnDOT standard surmountable curb and 

gutter needs to be specified. 

3. The private road is 23’ from gutter to gutter; this width is 1’ narrower that what was 

shown on the concept plan and is less than a typical public road standard but supportable 

for a privately used and maintained roadway. 

4. The notes refer to MnDOT Class 3 Base but that material is not shown in the typical 

section. 

5. Note 21 refers to the City of Northfield, delete this reference.   

6. The proposed cross slope is 2%; we recommend this be increased to 3%. 

 

Sheet 5 

1. Some slab-on-grade houses are proposed, I understand this would require flexibility from 

the City’s basement requirements. 

2. A minimum of 2% slope away from the building pad will be required.   

3. The recommended maximum driveway slope is 10%. 

  

Sheet 6 

1. Watermain offsets will not be allowed; remove this detail. 

2. All watermain fasteners are to be stainless steel. 

3. A MnDOT standard surmountable curb and gutter detail is needed. 

4. Tracer wire for water system is to be per the current MRWA Tracer Wire Specification 

Guide and Detail. 

Sheet 7 

1. Tracer wire for sanitary sewer system is to be per the current MRWA Tracer Wire 

Specification Guide and Detail. 

2. Non-concrete storm pipe is not allowed, except for drain tile. 

3. The typical trail section needs to include both aggregate base (over an approved 

subgrade) as well as a bituminous surface.  The current rail section shows only a recycled 

asphalt surface. 

4. A typical storm manhole detail has not been provided. 

5. The rip rap detail width dimension refers to the plan sheets, but the width is not shown on 

the grading plan sheets. 

 

Sheet 8 

1. All curb ramps must meet current MnDOT requirements. 

2. Please incorporate a MnDOT standard rip rap detail; or identify how the proposed detail 

differs from MnDOT requirements.  

3. The pond outlet structure needs to be labeled consistent with Sheet 21.  The structure 

invert elevations on Sheet 8 do not match all those shown on Sheet 21.   
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Sheet 9 

1. The sheet refers to infiltration basins “North” and “South”; this should be West and East 

respectively. 

2. A geotechnical report needs to be submitted in order to review the effectiveness of the 

proposed infiltration. 

 

Sheet 10 

1. The existing and proposed inlet protection symbols appear to be the same.  

2. The rock construction entrance should be a minimum of 50’ long. 

3. Rock needs to be of sufficient size to remove mud from vehicles, at least 2” in diameter.  

Crushed concrete is not allowed. 

 

Sheet 11 

1. If private utilities such as gas, electric, etc. are to be installed concurrent with site 

development; we recommend this work be mentioned in the project narrative. 

2. The plan notes refer to the geotechnical report; there is no geotechnical report. 

 

Sheet 12 

1. Steel posts for the silt fence are strongly recommended for stability and durability. 

 

Sheet 13 

1. Removals along CSAH 8 are subject to Rice County review. 

2. We recommend that the DeMann Court removals be squared-off. 

3. Many of the contours are illegible. 

 

Sheet 14-Sheet 16 

1. Typically, two off-street parking spaces per unit are required for SFD areas. Driveway 

locations are not shown on the plans.  The applicant should demonstrate where off-street 

parking requirements are met. 

2. The proposed island parking spaces are not dimensioned; 9’x20’ is a typical size.  

3. The width of the roadway around the cul-de-sac islands is not dimensioned; a minimum 

surface width of 20’ is required for emergency vehicles.  Locating parking stalls on the 

islands will create a traffic flow hazard and spaces will make snow and ice control more 

difficult.   

4. Two phases are shown but it is not clear what work is being phased.  The drainage from 

Phase 1 flows into Phase 2.  As shown, the site grading would need to be completed for 

the entire site with the initial phase. 

5. The driveway orientation is not shown for any lots; it is particularly important to review 

this for the cul-de-sac lots. 

6. Based on the proposed grading, some properties will flow off site, bypassing the new 

drainage system. 

7. The lot and blocks on the construction plans don’t match the preliminary plat. 

8. The fire truck turning exhibit is not clear; this will require further review. 

9. We recommend eliminating the small island at the subdivision entrance. 



Mr. John McCarthy 

DeMann Preliminary Plat and PUD Application 

July 11, 2017 

 

 

10. The proposed east pond is not accessible for maintenance vehicles via the subdivision; a 

10’ wide, steep access is not adequate. 

11. The slopes in the rear yards for lots east of the private roadway appear to range between 

10%-20%; this will limit the amount of useable backyard space. 

 

Sheet 17-Sheet 19 

1. The match lines between this sheet and the next overlap by 50 feet. 

2. The sanitary sewer main needs to be shifted to the centerline of the roadway; with the 

storm sewer on one side and water main on the other. 

3. 8-inch DIP Class 52 is the minimum water main size; a 6-inch diameter main is shown. 

4. Low points and high points in the water main must be minimized. 

5. The storm sewer must have a minimum flow velocity of 2 fps. 

6. Detailed elevation information is needed on the cul-de-sacs; a minimum slope of 0.60% 

must be provided along the gutter. 

7. Details on the connection to existing facilities must be provided.   

8. Gate valves will be required at each connection point to the existing water system; on 

each hydrant; and for isolation within the subdivision.   

 

Sheet 22 

1. Plantings within 20’ of the property owner must be of limited height (generally 2.5’ or 

less) to avoid blocking traffic visibility.  

 

General 

1. No traffic control plan for the work on CSAH 8 has been provided. 

2. No signage or lighting plan has been provided. 

3. Future use and/or disposition of the low property east of the pond should be considered. 

 

Storm Water Modeling  

From the HydroCAD models provided, city requirements for rate control are not currently being 

met.  Specific comments are as follows: 

 

1. The outflow data below was pulled from the submitted HydroCAD Existing and 

Proposed models. 

 

 Existing 

Conditions 

Proposed 

Conditions 

2-yr storm event 0.08 cfs 0.80 cfs 

10-yr storm event 1.16 cfs 2.83 cfs 

100-yr storm event 11.60 cfs 11.10 cfs 

 

The flow from the outlet for the proposed conditions exceeds the flow from the outlet for 

the existing conditions for the 2- and 10-year storm events. The proposed infiltration 

basin must be updated so the ouflow for the proposed conditions does not exceed the 

ouflow for the existing conditions for the 2-, 10-, and 100-year storm events.  

2. The area inputs for both ‘Exist Da 1’ and ‘Exist Da 2’ for the Existing Conditions model 

do not match the areas shown on the Pre-Drainage Map. Similarly, the area input for 
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‘Prop Da 1’ for the Proposed Conditions model does not match the area shown on the 

Post-Drainage Map for ‘Prop Da 1’. Areas should be updated so that there is consistency 

between the drainage maps and the HydroCAD models. 

3. Soil listing inputs for the HydroCAD model were assumed to be correct when reviewing 

the model. Soil information should be verified with soil boring logs.  

 

Application Narrative 

1. The storm sewer is proposed to be publicly owned and maintained.  It should be stated 

that storm water ponds and infiltration basins will be maintained by the HOA.  The pond 

outlet structure is not contiguous with the storm sewer system, will this be maintained by 

the HOA? 

2. The ultimate use of Outlot A is undetermined. 

3. If the sanitary sewer, watermain, and storm sewer will be maintained by the City; they 

will need to be kept accessible. 

4. The County will need to determine the acceptability of a private trail on County property; 

whether sidewalk should be considered instead of trail; and whether a crossing should be 

included at DeMann Court with the sidewalk/trail on the west side going north.     

5. It is stated that the development will be constructed in on phase; the construction plans 

show a Phase 1 and Phase 2.    

 

Preliminary Plat 

1. A drainage easement will be required over the storm water facilities, even if not 

maintained by the City. 

 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me.  Any plan re-submittal 

should include a comment response letter specifically addressing the above information.  

 



1

John McCarthy

From: Leah Petricka <LPetricka@CityofMontgomeryMN.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 12:40 PM
To: John McCarthy
Subject: Planning Commissioner Training Inquiry

John, 
 
The City of Montgomery is inquiring with other communities to gage interest in hosting a training for planning commissioners, 
council members and staff specific to planning and zoning. The training would be from GTS and be the commissioner training 
course. The cost would be $65 per participant. The training would likely take place on a week night in the evening and go for 
either 2‐3 hours depending upon our desires. They would like to have a minimum of 20 participants. No date has been set, but it 
would be potentially late August or September. 
 
Please let me know if there would be any interested parties. Thanks, 
 
Leah Petricka 
City Planner 
City of Montgomery 
507‐364‐8888  
F: 507‐364‐5371 
www.cityofmontgomerymn.com 
Find us on Facebook:  
https://www.facebook.com/pages/City‐of‐Montgomery‐Minnesota/498478210211131 
 



City of Dundas
 Planning and Zoning Budget Worksheets

Actual Actual Est Budget 3 year Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate
Planning and Zoning (41910): 2014 2015 2016 2017 Average 2018 2019 2020 2021

Salaries and wages 9,975$           14,128$         15,537$         14,682$         13,213$         15,125$         $15,579 $16,046 16,527$         
Payroll taxes 742                1,081             1,191$           1,123$           1,005$           1,157             1,192             1,228             1,265             
PERA contributions 693                1,033             1,072$           1,101$           933$              1,134             1,168             1,203             1,239             
Insurance benefits 1,364             42                  48$                2,113$           485$              2,176             2,241             2,308             2,377             
Workers compensation insurance -                     -                     -                     -                     -$                   -                                          -                      - -                     

Supplies -                     -                     -                     225                -$                   225                225                225                225                
Training and Instruction -                     -                     -                     150                -$                   150                150                150                150                
Engineering fees 1,811             -                     1,635             5,738             1,149$           5,738             5,738             5,738             5,738             
Planning fees 1,616             1,643             7,701             13,372           3,653$           14,041           8,424             9,267             9,730             
Legal fees 5,695             794                7,080             7,560             4,523$           7,560             7,560             8,316             8,316             
Legal notices published 197                1,065             937                500                733$              500                500                500                500                
Miscellaneous -                     92                  -                     2,000             31$                -                                          -                      - -                     
Total Planning and Zoning 22,093$        19,878$        35,201$        48,564$        25,724$        47,806$        42,777$         44,981$         46,068$         

Estimate from 2017 Budget
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