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Parks and Recreation Commission
Lonnie Brokke/Matthew Johnson
May 26, 2020
Notes for Commission Meeting on Tuesday, June 2, 2020

1. Introductions
2. Public Comment Invited
3. Approval of Minutes of the May 5, 2020 Meeting
Enclosed is a copy of the minutes of May 5, 2020. Please be prepared to approve or
amend.
Requested Commission Action: Approve/amend meeting minutes of May 5, 2020.
4. Park Dedication Review and Recommendation – Midland Legacy Estates 2395 County Road B West
After much discussion and public input at your meeting last month, you tabled this item in
order to allow additional thought processes into other options.
Subsequently, staff and the developer have communicated and, from a development point
of view, there appears to be very limited options. See enclosed response letter from the
developer.
Included in your packet is the initial application received from Integrity Land Development,
Inc. to develop the property at 2395 County Road B West (located on the corner of County
Road B and east of Eustis Street). The application includes:
 Written summary
 Final plat preliminary sheet map including a red lined park dedication
 Proposed schematic for potential park development at 2395 County Road B
West
The proposal includes 19 lots (18 new lots) on 5.84 acres.
The project qualifies for Park Dedication. The cash amount for the additional 18 lots would
be $72,000 ($4,000 per additional lot).The land amount would be 10% of 5.84 acres or .58
acre.
This area is located in constellation J. There has been a strong desire identified for
additional park and recreation opportunities in this area. Included in your packet for
reference and guidance is a:
 City Parks and Facilities map
 Parcel site map
 Aerial site map
 Park Dedication Ordinance
 Related guidance from the City Comprehensive Plan – Chapter 8 – see highlights

Related guidance from the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan including the
constellation map, Southwest Roseville preliminary strategies and the goals and
policies related to Parks and Open Space acquisition
 Preliminary Concept Plans (2013) that were developed by the community through a
community and neighborhood planning process
 A compilation of community/neighborhood correspondence
Requested Commission Action: Discuss and consider a recommendation to accept land,
cash or a combination to satisfy the Park Dedication requirements.


5. Staff Report
a. COVID-19 – Operational Update
The COVID-19 epidemic has affected and will continue to affect the operations
and offerings of Roseville Parks and Recreation. This effort will continue to
evolve.
As the city begins to open, so will Parks and Recreation opportunities. Caution
and safety are the highest priority with guidelines from many areas considered.
Included in your packet is a general Parks and Recreation Department
operational update as of May 28, 2020.
Staff will provide an update to the Commission and gather your thoughts and
advice.
Requested Commission Action: Review, update and provide feedback.
b. New or Relevant Communication and Update Items
6. Other
7. Adjournment
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ROSEVILLE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES FOR
MAY 5, 2020 6:30 p.m.
PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

Arneson, Baggenstoss, Brown, Carlson, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Kim,
Lenhart, O’Brien, Stoner
Brokke, Christensen, Johnson

1) INTRODUCTIONS
Chair Hoag introduced the virtual Zoom format for the meeting due to the Covid-19 pandemic. State
Law allows for an exception to in-person public meetings during pandemics to ensure the safety of
commissioners, staff and the public. The public was still encouraged to participate in the meeting
using the Zoom platform.
2) ROLL CALL/PUBLIC COMMENT
Roll Call: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Brown, Carlson, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Kim, Lenhart,
O’Brien, Stoner.
Chair Hoag called for public comment by members of the audience on any non-agenda items. No
one indicated a desire to speak.
3) APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MARCH 5, 2020 MEETING
Commissioner O’Brien proposed adding “An issue was identified regarding the communication
structure within the Natural Resources Volunteer Leadership Program. Meetings have taken place
with Jim Taylor and Rachel Boggs, along with one of the volunteer leaders, to work towards
resolving this.” to item #4 on the Commission Goals under progress.
Vice-Chair Dahlstrom moved to approve the minutes with amendment. Commissioner Stoner
seconds.
Roll Call
Ayes: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Brown, Dahlstrom, Hoag, Lenhart, O’Brien, and Stoner.
Nays: None.
Stays: Heikkila.
4) INTRODUCTION AND OATH OF OFFICE FOR NEW COMMISSION MEMBER
The Oath of Office was completed by Commission Chair Hoag for new Commission member
Michelle Lenhart.
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5) PARK DEDICATION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION – LEXINGTON WOODS –
SE CORNER OF LEXINGTON AVE. AND COUNTY ROAD C2
Both Chair Hoag and staff reviewed the role of the Parks and Recreation Commission in the Park
Dedication process. The role of the Commission is to review and make recommendations to the City
on Park Dedication matters only, namely whether to take land or cash to satisfy the requirement.
Staff reviewed the Park Dedication process, history, purpose and options with the Commission.
The City received an application from the Civic Site Group to develop the property on the southeast
corner of Lexington Ave. and Co. Rd. C2. The proposal summary for Lexington Woods includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Qualifies for Park Dedication
Total Acreage = 4.95
20 new lots
Cash Amount $80,000 ($4,000 x 20)
Land Requirement = .495
Land Proposal = 1.5 acres new information from the developers is that they will include an
additional 3 lots = 2.19 acres

Developers Matt Pavek and Peter Knaeble joined the call to discuss the additional acreage option
with the Commission. They also noted that there is land contamination on a portion of the proposed
Park Dedication parcel.
Commissioner Arneson asked what the city would need to move forward with the land knowing it is
contaminated. Staff responded that the city would need to do due diligence of the property prior to
accepting the land to understand the possibilities for future park amenities.
Commissioner Heikkila examined the sidewalk connection options (C2 to Woodhill) and the need
for soil remediation. Staff responded that the C2 to Woodhill connection is not contingent on the
acceptance of Park Dedication land.
Commissioner O’Brien asked what a space like this could potentially be used for if land is chosen.
Staff responded that it could be left as wooded space, add trails, benches or flowers.
Commissioner Brown noted that he appreciated the potential for additional greenspace in the
community.
Commissioner O’Brien stated that she has trouble being excited about taking contaminated land for
this development as there is already an abundance of land in this quadrant of the city.
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Chair Hoag added this area has lost a lot of green space in the last three years with the building of
the Senior Housing residences near this site. He also noted that with the additional lots the park
dedication land amount may be worth more than the cash value.
Pavek noted that the developer has done extensive research on the sites contamination. Their
understanding is that the contamination consists of bituminous debris that needs to be hauled away
to a landfill. The contamination only exists in the north 20% of the proposed Park Dedication parcel.
The rest of the parcel is clean with fill soils.
Commissioner Stoner motioned to recommend land per the developer’s proposal (including the
three extra lots to the south) contingent upon a review of soil that would show that the city could
utilize the land for low intensity amenities such as trails. Commissioner Brown seconds.
Roll Call
Ayes: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Lenhart, and Stoner.
Nays: O’Brien.

6) PARK DEDICATION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION – MIDLAND LEGACY
ESTATES - 2395 COUNTY ROAD B WEST
Staff once again reviewed the role of the Parks and Recreation Commission in the Park Dedication
process. The role of the Commission is to review and make recommendations to the City on Park
Dedication matters only, namely whether to take land or cash to satisfy the requirement.
Staff also reviewed the process, history, purpose and options of Park Dedication.
The Commission reviewed location maps of Midland Legacy Estates and the proposed site plan for
the development which includes a sidewalk along Eustis as part of the development. The project
qualifies for Park Dedication. The proposal summary for Midland Legacy Estates includes:
• Total Acreage = 5.04
• 18 new lots
• The cash amount for the additional 18 lots would be $72,000 ($4,000 per additional lot)
• Land Requirement = .50 acre
• Land Proposal = .56 acre
Staff emphasized that they have greatly pursued this parcel. However, this parcel was never at a
price that the city would consider as they don’t pay premium price for parkland. Staff reiterated the
role of the Commission is to review the development for land or cash to satisfy the Park Dedication
recommendation.
Todd Ganz and Tom Collins from Integrity Land Development joined the Commission to answer
any questions on the proposed development.
3

121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159

C. Ross, Noted there is no parking and no access at the park on Co. Rd. B and Cleveland. He
questions how you can take the last piece of wilderness land in this area of Roseville and turn it into
property. Noting, this is the only viable wetland area on this side of Roseville. He feels this is the
time for the city to come with fresh eyes and talk with the family and determine what this last piece
of land is worth to Roseville.
M. Manns, 2232 St. Croix St. Stated last night she spoke with the daughter of the Shannon Family
and she was told that the only time the city ever spoke with the Shannon Family about the land was
20 years ago and at that time they were asked to donate the land.
Staff responded that they met with the Shannon Family personally and they were told by the
property owner that if they ever felt they could sell the land for what the city could purchase it for
they would come forward.
J. Lomnicki, 2191 St Croix St. Is not in favor of the proposed park at its current location and finds
it unacceptable and unusable. He would take the money as this is not useful land. He feels it is a
shame that a city that prides itself on having parks has 1/3 of the city without any. He is sort of
disgusted that nothing was done in a positive manner to acquire this property. He is not happy more
money was not sought from the City Council for this piece of property which could have made the
city world-class.
D. Ostrom, St. Croix St. Noted in the previous discussion that Chair Hoag said a .5 acre lot is not a
park. Osterom also noted that with this .56 acre park proposal 2/3 of it is on unusable land. Echo’s
all the other concerns that his neighbors have brought forward.
S. Reddy, 2180 Highway 36 W. Whole family is listening to the Zoom meeting. Recently moved to
the neighborhood 1 year ago. Reiterates what all the other neighbors stated about not having access
to a park that is within biking or walking distance without crossing a major street. Feels the
developer is just “checking the box” as this is not usable parkland. She stated that it sounds like the
city has not put in enough effort to purchase the land as a wetland or wild space. Therefore, she
encourages the commission to table the vote for land or cash as it puts a cash value on land that is
not worth being a park.
Nancy Nelson, Questioned why can the developer give the worst parcel of unusable land? Can the
city not designate the portion of land that would actually make a usable park? Also, questioned if the
development would be on both sides of Eustis.
Staff noted that the exact park land location would be up to the City Council, not the developer.
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Staff also stated that the developer has offered the one acre of land across the street to the city at a
price the city would not entertain and that land is not part of the Park Dedication discussion.
S. Martineau, 2311 St. Croix. Stated that the city is missing a once in a lifetime opportunity to get a
piece of parkland for the city in this area of town. He does appreciate the developer trying to
accommodate the changes of everyone. He has a lot of issues with the development itself but he will
take those up with the planning Commission and the City Council.
Commissioner Arneson noted that the .5 acres that was proposed is not appropriate for a park and
would not be a useable park for an area that really needs parkland.
Staff noted that they did speak to the developer to try and buy individual lots to increase the size of
the proposed park. However, the prices were quite high for each smaller lot.
Developer Ganz added that the elevation is hard to develop on this property.
Commissioner Stoner felt it would be irresponsible to accept the piece of proposed land as it does
not meet the statutory guidelines for what the city would accept for Park Dedication. As a result he
may not feel comfortable making a decision this evening but rather would prefer to see another
proposal from the developer after hearing tonight’s feedback and concerns.
Developer Ganz relayed that they will be bringing in over 10,000 in fill in order to make the houses
buildable and walkouts. The wetland will be setup as a storm water wetland not an original wetland
because in 1974 the county dumped in storm sewer into the property. The developer feels that the
yellow outlined location is the best place for the city to have usable land, based on the elevation of
the property. The developer is willing to sell the adjacent 1 acre parcel to the city for market value.
Commissioner Stoner, reiterated that what is being presented does not appear to be the only option.
Especially, seeing the piece across the street being offered at market value. It appears that only the
easiest options have been thought through. He appreciated the developer joining the meeting and
answering questions tonight. However, he would like to have the developer come back next month
with a reasonable option for land in lieu of cash.
Commissioner Baggenstoss asked the developer what the market value of the parcel across the street
would be.
The developer stated that if it was sold right now it would go for $780,000. It was offered to the city
for $650,000.
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Commissioner Baggenstoss agreed that this proposal is premature for a vote. Especially, with the
amount of cash that would be accepted vs. the amount that the developer is asking for the parcel
across the street.
The developers noted that they do not agree with the $4,000/unit price. Also, they reiterated the
steep grading of the property and the difficulty that poses.
Commissioner Baggenstoss asked if they have a purchase agreement for the property. The developer
confirmed that they do have a purchase agreement contingent on the rezoning with a purchase price
of $1,000,000.
Commissioner Baggenstoss questioned why the smaller plat across the street of only 1 acre would be
worth $650,000? The Developer noted that the land is worth a higher value, they have more money
into that property already and the parcel has received final plat approval from the city.
Chair Hoag questioned how the Park Dedication will change if the rezoning of this property is not
approved. The Developer noted that they went with a medium density option for people who want to
live here but don’t want to shovel snow or mow their lawn. However, per Roseville regulation they
could put 20 single family homes on this parcel. Their proposal is to put in 19 town houses.
Therefore, the only reason for the density request change is due to the single family townhouse
project.
Commissioner Baggenstoss questioned what happens to the project if the city requests the parkland
on Co. Rd. B. The developer responded that they do not know if the project would still go and they
don’t know how the Parks Department would fit it in there and keep it in safe.
Commissioner Stoner motioned to defer a Park Dedication recommendation for Midland Legacy
Estates - 2395 County Road B W. until staff can find out about the location across the street and
attempt to arrive at an agreeable price. Commissioner Baggenstoss seconded.
Staff noted that the parcel across the street is not tied to the Park Dedication recommendation item.
The Commission discussed the parcel across the street and zoning of the parcel.
The developer confirmed that regardless of the zoning they would be moving forward with
development of the property.
Commissioner Baggenstoss stated that we owe it to Roseville and especially the residents who live
in this area to table this and choose the best half acre location for a park on this parcel.
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The Commission discussed the options for moving forward with their recommendation.
Commissioner Stoner withdrew his prior motion. Commissioner Baggenstoss withdrew his second.
Commissioner Baggenstoss motioned to table the discussion until there has been a reasonable
and creative thought process on the .5 acre land dedication for Midland Legacy Estates - 2395
County Road B W. Seconded by Commissioner Stoner.
Roll Call
Ayes: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Lenhart, O’Brien, and Stoner.
Nays: Hoag.

Chair Hoag motioned for staff to work with the developer on an agreeable price for the parcel
across the street from Midland Legacy Estates to bring another usable park to the SW quadrant
of the city. Seconded by Commissioner Arneson.
Roll Call
Ayes: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Lenhart, O’Brien and Stoner.
Nays: None.
7) COVID-19 UPDATE RELATED TO PARKS AND RECREATION
Staff provided an introduction of Roseville Parks and Recreation’s response to Covid-19. Staff’s
main goals have been to have a planned and thorough approach, prioritize safety, share the important
role that Parks and Recreation plays in Covid-19 and always do what is right for Roseville. The
Covid-19 response can be broken down into three phases:
• Phase 1: Early Stages
o Facility Closures
o Program Cancellations
o Staffing Impacts
• Phase 2: Current Operation Plan
o Gradual Reopening of Select Facilities
o Modified Program Offerings
o Limited Traditional Programs and Events
• Phase 3: Looking to the Future
o Summer Programs and Events (Decision Timeline)
o Developing new programs and activities within new framework
o Parks
o Helping the Community heal
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Phase 1: Early Stages
• Programs and facilities
o All recreation facilities and recreational programs cancelled beginning March 16
o Special Events Cancelled
o Parks remained open in a limited capacity
o Reduced maintenance staff, office staff working remotely
o Emphasis on informing and facilitating social distancing
o Staff developing phased reopening plans
Phase 2: Current Operation Plan
• Virtual Programs
o Earth Day on-line
o At Home With Roseville Parks and Recreation
• Cedarholm is Golfing
o Opening Day with an abundance of Caution
 Tee times spaced at 20 minutes, no carts, no interaction between groups or
staff, inverted cups, building closed
o Turning the Dial
 Tee times spaced at 12 minutes, some carts, limited staff interaction with
social distancing barriers
o Future Considerations
 League play, normal tee times, interior access, kitchen grill
• Parks
o Early Stage
 Available: walking trails, open space, tennis, disc golf
 Closed: playgrounds, basketball courts, volleyball courts, athletic fields,
restrooms
o Turning the Dial
 Opening 10 restrooms in the system on May 4, athletic space for same
household/non-organized play, community gardens open May 5, modified
Blooming Boulevard planting May 16
o Future Considerations
 Use of volunteers, youth activities, playgrounds, additional restrooms, staffing
uncertainty, enforcement, picnic shelters
Phase 3: Deadlines to Decisions
o Dated Decisions
 Summer Events (mid-May)
• Rosefest
• Discover Your Parks
• Concerts
 Summer Recreation Programs
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• Youth in mid-May
• Adult Delay is Possible
 Summer Staffing (mid-May)
o Progress Based Decisions
 Park Amenities
• More restrooms, playgrounds, basketball, volleyball, etc.
 Affiliated Groups
 Recreational Facilities
• Skating Center, HANC, Cedarholm (indoors)
• Rental Spaces
• Picnic Shelters
 Volunteer Usage
o Considerations
 Governmental Guidance
• Federal Government, State of MN, Ramsey County, Roseville Emergency
Management
 Specific Guidance
• Parks and Recreation Professional Associations, activity specific, other
communities
 Other considerations
• Community appetite, staffing and training considerations, availability of
PPE and other resources, ability to create/embrace modifications, runway
needed for activities
Commissioner Lenhart noted how proud she is to live in Roseville where the bathrooms are open.
She also noted what a great opportunity Covid-19 presents to get people outside and exploring the
outdoors. Finally, she relayed that she feels there are opportunities for children’s programs that are
in small groups. She offered her assistance and expertise with these programs.
8) STAFF REPORT
a. NEW OR RELEVANT COMMUNICATIONS AND UPDATES
• If there is a joint meeting with the City Council it would be on June 22nd
• An update on Bennett Lake is on the list for a future Commission meeting
• An update on the deer population will be at a future meeting
9) OTHER
Meeting adjourned at 10:01 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,
Danielle Christensen, Department Assistant
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Midland Legacy Estate 2nd Addition
Parks and Recreation Commission meeting
June 2, 2020
The determination as to whether recommend monies in lieu of parkland dedication was tabled at
the May 5th Parks and Recreation Commission meeting. The options presented to the
Commission at that meeting were to either accept $4,000 per lot x 19 lots = $76,000 or to
approve the 0.63 acre parkland (0.32 acres of upland and 0.31 acres of wetland) that was
proposed adjacent to Eustis Street between Lot 16, Block 1 and Lot 1, Block 2.
There was discussion at the virtual meeting of relocating the proposed park to the intersection of
County Road B and Eustis Street in the southwest corner of the proposed development. As
stated by Integrity during the virtual meeting, the slopes in this area fall from the 960 elevation
adjacent to Eustis Street to the east at a slope of 5.5:1.The Commission tabled the determination
and directed the Parks & Recreation Department to work with Integrity Development to review
possible alternatives.
It was clear during the virtual meeting, based on comments from the Parks & Recreation
Department, Parks and Recreation Commissioners and public input that there is a desire for
parkland in the neighborhood.
The proposed development area, excluding the additional right-of-way dedication required for
construction of the bike paths adjacent to both County Road B and Eustis Street, is 5.63 acres.
The area of the wetland and the City required 10-foot buffer to the wetland is 0.99 acres. The net
upland area is 4.64 acres.
There has been subsequent discussion with the Parks & Recreation Department about
alternatives parkland development within the proposed 19 lot residential subdivision. The Parks
& Recreation Department has been clear that they cannot speak for the Commission or City
Council. The Parks & Recreation Department has agreed that the site has challenges due to
elevation changes. The following is a summary of the discussions with the Parks & Recreation
Department
- The possibility of dedicating parkland in the “flat space” in the northeast corner of the
development was proposed by the Parks & Recreation Department. Integrity responded
that the development is private streets, so there is no public access to the northeast corner
of the development.
- The possibility of dedicating parkland in the southeast corner of the development was
also brought as a possibility by the Parks & Recreation Department, questioning whether
the private street could be relocated that would allow for that space to be useful for
parkland. Integrity responded that the private street cannot be relocated due to the steep
slopes, the extension of and connection to the existing sanitary sewer and watermain and
the relocation of County Road B and associated
- The Parks & Recreation Department questioned how the 2433 Eustis Street parcel might
fit in with the overall desire for area parkland and the fact that the 2433 parcel is also
under ownership by Integrity. The Parks & Recreation Department did acknowledge that

the legality of dedicating parkland outside of the boundaries of the proposed development
would need to be reviewed by the City Attorney. The Parks & Recreation Department
questioned whether Integrity would consider dedicating a ½ acre on 2433 with an option
to buy the other ½ acre at a fair price? Integrity responded that this parcel has received
final plat approval in 2019 from the City for 6 single family units (3 sets of twin homes)
and 1 outlot for a single family residential home and that a single twin home lot will sell
for $130,000 and the single family residential home lot will sell for $150,000, for a total
value of $930,000. Integrity said that the entire 1.14 acres could be purchased for
$650,000, which would equate to a loss of $280,000 to Integrity.

INTRODUCTION

Park Dedication
Midland Legacy Estate-2nd Addition
Roseville, Minnesota
April 16, 2020

Existing Site Conditions
The site is located north of County Road B West and east of Eustis Street in Roseville, Ramsey County,
Minnesota. The site is currently of woods, grassland, wetlands and a single-family home.
The site is 6.4 acres with some impervious surfaces associated with the existing home, County Road B
West and an existing gravel drive. There is one delineated wetland on this site with other undeveloped
portions that is wooded.
Proposed Site Conditions
Integrity Land Development plans to develop the site into 19 single family detached townhomes with a
private roadway to the north of County Road B West for access and will include sanitary sewer,
watermain, storm sewer and a stormwater detention pond.
Park Dedication
Integrity Land Development will provide cash to fulfill the Park Dedication Requirement as part of the
Development Agreement.

PROPOSED PARK DEDICATION

Park Dedication Process Established 4/25/11 - Updated 12-18
The City Ordinances as it pertains to Park Dedication is as follows:
1103.07: PARK DEDICATION:
A.
Authority: Minnesota Statutes 462.358, subdivisions 2b and 2c
permits the City to require dedication of park land, or cash in lieu of land, as
part of the subdivision process in order to fulfill its plans for recreational
facilities and open spaces. The City Council, at its discretion, will determine
whether park dedication is required in the form of land, cash contribution, or
a combination of cash and land. To properly use this authority, the City will
base its determination on existing development, the need created by the
proposed development, and the plans and policies of the City embodied by
the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan, Pathways Master Plan, and
Comprehensive Plan.
B.
Condition to Approval: Park dedication will be required as a condition
to the approval of any subdivision of land involving one acre or more and
resulting in a net increase of development sites. The Parks and Recreation
Commission shall recommend, in accordance with Statute and after
consulting the approved plans and policies noted herein, either a portion of
land to be dedicated to the public, or in lieu thereof, a cash deposit given to
the City to be used for park purposes, or a combination of land and cash
deposit.
C.
Park Dedication Amount: The portion of land to be dedicated in all
residentially zoned areas shall be 10% and 5% in all other areas. Park
dedication fees shall be reviewed and determined annually by City Council
resolution and established in the fee schedule in Chapter 314 of this Code,
and the fee shall be paid as part of the Development Agreement required in
Section 1102.05 of this Title.
D.
Utility Dedications Not Qualified: Land dedicated for required street
right-of-way or utilities, including drainage, does not qualify as park
dedication.(Ord. 1530, 7/10/2017)

Roseville 2040

Chapter 8: Parks, Recreation, Trails, and Open Space

CHAPTER 8: PARKS, RECREATION, TRAILS, AND OPEN SPACE
Chapter 8 includes the following information:
1. What We Heard
2. 2010 Master Plan Updates
3. Goals and Strategies

The City of Roseville has a long commitment to providing the best park and
recreation experiences possible to its residents. For generations, the City’s
residents and leaders have recognized the value of parks and recreation in
improving their quality of life and generating a true sense of community. They
have consistentely demonstrated their belief that enhancing these assets is an
investment in their future, leaving a legacy for the next generation.
In late 2010, Roseville adopted a Park and Recreation System Master Plan (Master
Plan) following a comprehensive community engagement effort over several
years. That Master Plan embodies this generation’s vision of the legacy they want
to leave, and it has been influential in the built park and recreation projects that
have taken place since it was created.
Beginning in 2010, Roseville has made major investments in the parks and
rereation system, called the Roseville Park and Recreation Renewal Program
(PRRP). This $19 million program added improved and/or replaced amenities,
including selective land acquisitions, new park buildings, playgrounds, natural
resource restoration, trails and pathways, and other facilities. It touched every
park in the system and post-project surveys clearly reflect how these
improvements have been positively received by the public.
Beyond the PRRP, the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan continues to guide
investments, such as recently completed projects like the reconfiguration of
Evergreen Park, the Cedarholm Community Building, Midland Gardens Park in
southwest Roseville, and Unity Park in southeastern Roseville. As part of this
public comprehensive planning process, it is evident that residents and leaders still
strongly support the Master Plan and see value in continuing on the path it laid
out. Therefore, this chapter of the Plan is primarily focused on updating any
elements that have changed since 2010 and tying this vision strongly to the overall
planning for Roseville as a whole.
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WHAT WE HEARD

Public Engagement
Parks, recreation, trails, and open spaces have been incorporated in every
engagement tool used, including public meetings, intercepts, online surveys,
walkabouts, meetings-in-a-box, focus groups, and stakeholder interviews. The
message from the public has been very positive and consistent:
•
•

People love Roseville’s parks and recreation; they are one of the main
reasons that residents appreciate Roseville.
We are committed to following the master plan vision for parks, set in 2010.

Parks and Recreation Commission
In addition to the public engagement process, the Parks and Recreation
Commission has been reviewing and updating the goals and policies from the 2010
Master Plan through a series of meetings and exercises. They have verified their
validity and are very supportive of continuing those elements with minor revisions.
The “Goals and Policy” section below reflects those modestly revised statements.

2.

2010 MASTER PLAN UPDATES

Since the adoption of the 2010 Parks and Recreation System Master Plan, Roseville
has undertaken a number of projects within the parks as part of the PRRP and
other efforts, and has acquired several new park spaces. MAP 8-1 shows additions
to the parks and recreation system.
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Current Projects
Current projects include:
•
•

Parks and Recreation Renewal Program, with numerous projects city-wide.
Parks and Recreation System Natural Resources Restoration.

Ongoing Priorities
Improving the distribution of park and recreation services in southwest Roseville
remains an area of focus. Various strategies have been identified for southwest
Roseville in the Master Plan, and undertaking those strategies is an ongoing
priority that is pursued as it makes sense (refer to MAP 8-2). Several approaches
are described in the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan to create a network
of parks and recreation opportunities, building towards a system that looks more
like the amount of parks and recreation opportunities provided in other sectors of
Roseville.
Beyond southwest Roseville, it is a medium priority to acquire lots at Langton Lake,
Acorn, or other areas where acquisition of a lot could complete a logical park
outline. Securing trail easements is another possible strategy for completing a trail
loop in locations such as Langton Lake. If housing density increases (for instance,
if residential development is added around Rosedale), a similar approach would
be used to that seen in southwest Roseville, but likely focusing on Park Dedication
as the primary tool. Roseville Parks and Recreation will always consider other
opportunities on a case-by-case basis, but adding new parks in well-served areas
is a low priority.
For all future potential land purchases, Roseville Parks and Recreation seeks willing
sellers and reasonable prices. When a purchase is made, Roseville Parks and
Recreation is always committed to going through their full community process for
planning and design. The Roseville Parks and Recreation ADA Transition Plan is to
assess current conditions and to achieve ADA compliance with every new and
renovated project.

Coordination with Pathways Planning
The 2010 Master Plan provided a vision for connectivity between parks, housing,
businesses, and schools. This was based on the “constellation” concept which
generated more value within the system by connecting parks in logical ways (refer
to MAP 8-3). With good connectivity, not every park has to provide duplicative
services, and the park experience can extend into the surrounding neighborhoods.
That approach remains the focus of Roseville Parks and Recreation, in coordination
with the Pathway Master Plan.
Chapter 8 │ Page 4
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Goal - Parks and Open Space Acquisition
Add new parks and facilities to achieve equitable access in all neighborhoods,
accommodate the needs of redeveloping areas, and meet residents’ desires for a
range of recreation opportunities serving all ages, abilities, and cultures.
Strategies:
•

•

•

•

•

•
•

Ensure that no net loss of park land or open space occurs during
alterations or displacement of existing park land and open space. If
adverse impacts to park land or open space take place, ensure that
mitigation measures include the acquisition of replacement park land of
equal or greater size and value.
As areas of Roseville evolve, and properties undergo a change of use
and/or density, land should be dedicated to the community for park
purposes to ensure adequate park facilities for those new uses.
Determine potential locations and acquire additional park land in
neighborhoods and constellations that are lacking adequate parks and
recreation facilities.
*Determine locations for new park and recreation facilities in
redevelopment areas as part of the redevelopment process, and use the
park dedication process to acquire appropriate land, prioritizing the
purchase of properties adjacent to current park land.
Make continued effective use of the Park Dedication Ordinance. Park land
dedication will be required when land is developed or redeveloped for
residential, commercial, or industrial purposes. Review annually park
dedication requirements in order to ensure that dedication regulations
meet statutory requirements and the needs of Roseville.
Use park dedication funds to acquire and develop new land, in addition to
other funding sources.
Acquire properties necessary to implement adopted park concept plans
and in Roseville’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and consider other
additions based on needs identified in the sector or constellation concept.
Acquire land on a “willing seller” basis unless otherwise determined by the
City Council.
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MAP 8-2 SOUTHWEST ROSEVILLE APPROACH. THIS MAP REPRESENTS THE THREE-PART STRATEGY DEVELOPED IN THE 2010 PARKS AND RECREATION SYSTEM MASTER PLAN TO
SERVE THE NEEDS OF THIS PORTION OF THE COMMUNITY. IMPLEMENTING THE LARGE PARCEL STRATEGY, THE CONNECTIVITY STRATEGY, AND THE SMALL PARCEL STRATEGY
REMAINS AN ONGOING PRIORITY FOR THE PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT.
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Goal 2
Parks Development, Redevelopment, and
Rehabilitation
Provide a high-quality, financially sound system
of parks, open spaces, trails, and waterways that
meets the recreation needs of all city residents,
oﬀers a visual/physical diversion from the hard
surfacing of urban development, enhances our
quality of life, and forms an essential part of our
community’s identity and character.
Policy 2.1: Evaluate and refurbish parks, as needed,
to reflect changes in population, age, and diversity
of residents, recreational activities preferred,
amount of leisure time available, and best practice
designs and technologies, and asset management
strategies.
Policy 2.2: Orient parks and programs equally to
youth activities that focus on community building
activities teaching them life-long skills, and exposing
them to a variety of recreation experiences, and
to adult activities which accommodate adults’
needs for wellness and provide a range of social
interaction opportunities.
Policy 2.3: Focus parks on passive and active
recreational activities and activities that take
advantage of the unique natural features. Pursue
opportunities for incorporating art and cultural
programs, which enrich citizens’ mental and
emotional well-being, as a complement to primary
C-26 | Assessment and Evaluation

physical focus of parks and recreation programs.
Policy 2.4: Organize all parks and facilities so
that a component is provided for informal, nonprogrammed activities—those open to anyone in
the community, at any time.
Policy 2.5: Maintain parks and open space
according to the standards outlined in the Park
Maintenance Manual which recognizes that levels
of service must be provided based on the intensity
of use and purpose of the site.
Policy 2.6: Use innovative methods for park and
facility improvements that oﬀer lower lifecycle
costs, even if the initial cost is higher. Develop
park and recreation facilities that minimize the
maintenance demands on the City by emphasizing
the development of well-planned parks, highquality materials and labor-saving maintenance
devices and practices.
Policy 2.7: Promote and support volunteerism to
encourage people to actively support Roseville’s
parks and open spaces.
Policy 2.8: Encourage the preservation of features
in parks considered to be of historic or cultural
value, especially those features that do not conflict
with other park uses and activities. Consider the
potential of historic landscapes in parks, including
agricultural landscapes or features. Work to
perpetuate those landscapes and other features
of historic or cultural significance when they are
identified through recognized investigations.

Goal 3
Parks and Open Space Acquisition
Add new parks and facilities to achieve equitable
access in all neighborhoods, accommodate the
needs of redeveloping areas, and meet residents’
desires for a range of recreation opportunities
serving all ages, abilities, and cultures.
Policy 3.1: Ensure that no net loss of parkland
or open space occurs during alterations or
displacement of existing parkland and open space.
If adverse impacts to parkland or open space take
place, ensure that mitigation measures include the
acquisition of replacement parkland of equal or
greater size and value.
Policy 3.2: As areas of Roseville evolve, and
properties undergo a change of use and/or density,
land should be dedicated to the community for
park purposes to ensure adequate park facilities for
those new uses.
Policy 3.3: Determine potential locations and
acquire additional park land in neighborhoods and
constellations that are lacking adequate parks and
recreation facilities.
Policy 3.4: Determine locations for new park and
recreation facilities in redevelopment areas as part
of the redevelopment process and use the park
dedication process to acquire appropriate land.

Parks and Recreation System Master Plan

Policy 3.5: Make continued eﬀective use of the Park
Dedication Ordinance. Park land dedication will be
required when land is developed or redeveloped
for residential, commercial, or industrial purposes.
Review annually park dedication requirements in
order to ensure that dedication regulations meet
statutory requirements and the needs of Roseville.
Policy 3.6: Use park dedication funds to acquire
and develop new land in addition to other funding
sources.
Policy 3.7: Acquire properties necessary to
implement adopted park concept plans and in
Roseville’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and
consider other additions based on needs identified
in the sector or constellation concept. Acquire
land on a “willing seller” basis unless otherwise
determined by the City Council.

Goal 4
Trails, Pathways, and Community
Connections
Create a well-connected and easily accessible
system of parks, open spaces, trails, pathways,
community connections, and facilities that links
neighborhoods and provides opportunities for
residents and others to gather and interact.
Policy 4.1: Develop, adopt, and implement a
comprehensive and integrated trails, pathways, and
community connections system plan for recreation
and transportation uses, including separate facilities
for pedestrians, and bicyclists (including oﬀ-road
unpaved trails for bikers and hikers that oﬀer new
challenges while protecting resources).

Policy 4.6: Align development and expansion
of non-motorized trails, pathways, community
parkways, and other routes with the need to
provide connections to and within parks, to open
spaces, recreation facilities, and key destinations, as
well as between neighborhoods, constellations, and
sectors.
Policy 4.7: Educate the public on the advantages
and safe use of non-motorized trails, pathways, and
community parkway connections.
Policy 4.8: Develop clear and communicative
signage and kiosks for wayfinding.

Policy 4.2: Develop, adopt, and implement a Trails
Management Program (TMP).
Policy 4.3: Advocate the implementation of
community parkways on the County Road C and
Lexington Avenue corridors to accommodate
pedestrian and bicyclist movement and inclusion of
community character and identity features.
Policy 4.4: Maintain the trail and pathway system
through all seasons.
Policy 4.5: Make the park system accessible to
people of all abilities.

Parks and Recreation System Master Plan
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

noreply@civicplus.com
*RVParksCommission
Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Thursday, May 28, 2020 3:50:18 PM

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

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject:

1-acre lot at 2433 County Road B

Contact Information

Name:

Joe Hellman

Address:
City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:
Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Hello - I have concerns with a proposal from a developer at 2433
County Road B. They are wanting to sell one acre of land that
they are no longer able to develop to the City as part of a larger
plan to develop 2395 County Road B. I have concern with this as
that piece of land would not work well for a park since it would be
a busy street and most trees have already been torn down by the
developer. I see a lot of flaws in this but the biggest issue I see is
offering the property to the City for $300,000 more than what it
was purchased for is trying to take advantage of the City while
making money off their own mistake.

In addition, I have further concern that if the developer were to
build a number of homes on that property, the lost water shed
would result in a lot of our homes all having water problems. The
DNR and Rice Creek Watershed have the two wet areas on the
property designated as delineated wetlands so if we were to lose
that, the water would run to all our properties towards the East
since the freeway would block the additional water flow.
Thank you,
Joe Hellman

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

noreply@civicplus.com
*RVParksCommission
Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Wednesday, May 6, 2020 8:11:01 AM

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

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject:

Values of property on Eustis Street and St. Croix Street

Contact Information

Name:

Mary Manns

Address:
City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:
Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

We listened to the Parks and Recreation meeting last evening.
Information on property values:
Our property on St. Croix Street, one acre with large trees, nice
lawn, fairly nice old home with four bedrooms has just sold for
$390,000.
The home at 2201 Eustis on about an acre of land sold last fall
for $253,540.
I seriously question Todd Ganz's offer to sell the one acre
property on the west side of Eustis to the City for $650,000. He
bought that land and took the old house down. It has some scrub
trees and it backs up to the apartment building.

Mary Manns

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Manns
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Lonnie Brokke; Matthew Johnson; Dan Roe; Jason Etten; Lisa Laliberte; Wayne
Groff; willmus@msn.com; Marc Culver; Janice Gundlach
Parkland For Southwest Roseville
Sunday, May 17, 2020 10:01:39 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.
We have lived in our home at
for over 50 years. Even though we have
sold the house and are moving, we still love the neighborhood, and we love our neighbors.
Integrity Land Development, the same company that wants to develop the 5 acres at 2395
County Road B bought the property at 2433 County Road B (the property is actually on the
west side of Eustis) about a year ago, intending to build twin homes on that site. The
developer is asking the City to extend the deadline for the final plat validation date.
Apparently after he bought it for about $350,000, he learned that there is a sewer easement on
the property, which would interfere with his building plans. He is offering to sell this property
to the city for $650,000 to be used as the park dedication for his planned townhome
development at 2395 County Road B.
That lot on the west side of Eustis (its address is on County Road B) is absolutely not
acceptable for a park for this neighborhood. It is higher in elevation so it is extremely noisy
from the freeways. If the 19 or so townhomes were to get built, a park at that location would
be sandwiched between the apartment building and the townhomes. It would be as useless to
the neighborhood as is the little park on the corner of County Road B and Cleveland. It simply
does not meet the park land needs in this neighborhood. The neighborhood is turning over so
there now are many young families with children.
Also, a park on that lot does not solve the major problems caused by the developer's plans:
A street in the back yards of the homes on the west side of St. Croix Street. Nowhere else in
Roseville is there a busy street in front and another busy street serving 15 houses in back of
their homes. Would you like to have a busy street in your backyard?
Adding heavy construction traffic and additional neighborhood traffic on County Road B
would make the road far more dangerous.
There would be an enormous loss of tree cover, and the proposed development would cause
wetland damage on the Shannon property. The developer stated that the pond on the property
was just a holding pond. However, the DNR and Rice Creek Watershed have it classified as a
delineated wetland. And an aerial photograph from 1937 clearly shows that this is an historic
wetland and forest that would have been known to the Dakotah ancestors.
Please understand that the lot at 2344 County Road B is absolutely not an acceptable place for
a park for this neighborhood. Roseville's 2030 and 2040 Comprehensive Plans cite the need
for parkland in Southwest Roseville.
The Shannon property, on the other hand, at 2395 County Road B, is a jewel. And the City of
Roseville needs to acquire it and hold it for generations to come as a wildland park.

We, in the Midland Hills neighborhood, pay taxes and vote here too.
Paul and Mary Manns

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

noreply@civicplus.com
*RVParksCommission
Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Sunday, May 17, 2020 12:53:43 PM

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

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject:

2433 County Road B

Contact Information

Name:

Stephen Martineau

Address:
City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:

Field not completed.

Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Dear Roseville City Council, Roseville Parks and Planning
Commissions:
I live at
and I am a 31 year Roseville
resident that is very concerned by proposals from Integrity Land
Development Inc. regarding consideration of 2433 County Road
B on the Council meeting agenda and the 2395 County Road B
five acre parcel not on this agenda.
What the developer proposed for a land for park offering for 2395
County Road B was land he could not otherwise develop for his

profit. So far, the Parks Commission is properly taking their time
to enforce the park offering policies.
When the developer proposed to sell 2433 County Road B (for a
profit!!) as an alternative land for park offering, it should be seen
as ridiculous and unacceptable as it is. The city might as well
have acquired the 5 acre parcel when it became available for
sale and I urge the city to say no to this very poor proposal.
To the latter point, we should have been ready to purchase what
was marked in plan as possible park acquisition. I strongly object
to the city ignoring the considerable effort to produce a decent
Comprehensive Plan, request Met Council to review and bless it,
then sell it to constituents; only to not follow it (ignore it?) when it
comes down to making decisions based on the guidance in the
plan.
I know it get tough to be ready when action needs to be taken,
but you cannot plan for something and not be ready.
Think long and hard about the Roseville Comprehensive Plan we
have for this city.
When it come up for a vote:
• Vote NO to buying out the developers problems.
• Vote NO to unacceptable land for park offerings.
• Vote NO to desecrating the wetland and wildlife on the 5 acre
parcel.
Appreciate your listening to all of your residents, constituents and
fellow tax payers.
Steve and Jeanne Martineau

Citations:
Roseville’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan states the following on
pages 9-10: “Some neighborhoods are currently lacking
adequate parks and recreation facilities. A number of
undeveloped open space properties still exist within the
community that is owned by a single property owner. These
properties could provide valuable opportunities to preserve
natural open spaces and create connections within the parks and
recreation system in the future.” District 12, where we live, is one
of the areas identified through public comment as lacking
adequate park and recreation facilities.

Roseville’s Comprehensive Plan 2040 states, Chapter 8, page 4
“Improving the distribution of park and recreation services in
southwest Roseville remains an area of focus. Various strategies
have been identified for Southwest Roseville in the Master Plan.”

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

May 18, 2020

Dear Mayor Roe, Roseville City Council, and Roseville Parks and Planning Commission:
My wife, daughters, and I have lived at
for 15 years. I have
watched with growing concern as the plan for the property at 2395 County Road B has become
more apparent. In a recent Parks Commission meeting which I attended, the developer offered
to sell a plot of land at 2433 County B to Roseville as a more palatable option to the unusable
park space they originally offered. This is not a viable option.
A quick visit to the site reveals that it is ill-suited to be a park. Though our entire
neighborhood –the area north of County B and west of Cleveland Ave.—is bordered on the
north and west by busy highways 36 and 280, virtually every visitor to our home over the years
has remarked how quiet and peaceful it is, due in large part to the old growth trees that cover
the area. The proposed park is on raised, mostly treeless land and will be stuck between an
apartment building and the proposed townhome development. The location of this land,
coupled with the removal of trees that will certainly occur once the developers begin clearing
the land for the townhome development, seems more like an urban park and not in harmony
with the rest of the area.
I realize that the city has been trying to address the lack of park and wilderness space in
this area, and the lure of tax dollars may be hard to resist; however, the developer’s proposed
solution seems to benefit them far more than the residents of this area and greater Roseville.
First, they can keep the sliver of land that they originally proposed, thereby preserving the
aesthetic of their townhome development. In its place, they will sell the city a different plot
across the street for the paltry sum of $650,000. It’s hard to see this as a mutually beneficial
solution.
I urge you all to say “no” to the developer’s offer. Thank you for your time and
consideration to this matter.
Regards,
Dave and Rachael Ostrom

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

noreply@civicplus.com
*RVParksCommission
Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Wednesday, May 6, 2020 2:27:03 PM

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

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject:

Rezoning at 2395 County Road B; Potential park

Contact Information

Name:

Sushma Reddy

Address:
City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:
Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Thank you for letting me speak during the Parks & Recreation
Commission meeting on May 5, 2020. I would like to add some
concerns to the planning of the development and the park
dedication at 2395 County Road B. I felt that the responses from
the developer were misleading at many instances. I would like to
add my comments to some of these statements.
1- To reiterate, the proposed park is at a very steep and
unusable portion of the property for either recreation or
development, this is why the developer is willing to give it up. At
one point he mentioned that he didn't need to rezone to build the
designed 4 houses per acre, stating that under current rules he

can build 20 units there. But this is not true - it is impossible to
put houses in the portion in the middle section (pond) and where
the designated park is proposed. Usable/buildable portion of the
property is much less than the 5 acres.
2- If we push for the western half of the property from County B
along Eustis - including the whole pond portion, that would give
the community a substantial portion to create a wilderness and
small recreation area (for a walking trail). This would be roughly 1
acre and result in 2-3 less housing units, but will be a substantial
gain for the community.
3- When the developer offered the other property on west side of
Eustis as an alternative for the city to purchase at market value,
he stated it was worth ~$600K for 1.3 acres. While that in itself
seems specious given the values of other much nicer properties
in the neighborhood, the 5 acre site at 2395 is being purchased
for $1million. It seems to me that he is offering this other property
only to distract from the subpar offering of the park on the 2395
site.
4- I strongly urge you to consider putting in a counter bid for the 5
acre property at 2395 County Road B to be designated as
wilderness area. The community would be very supportive and
will help to raise funds for the purchase. It will be more worth
while to purchase the 5-acre property than the 1-acre on Eustis.
Thank you for your time.
Sushma Reddy

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mary
Dan Roe
Thomas Paschke; Jason Etten; Lonnie Brokke; Lisa Laliberte; Wayne Groff; rwillmus@msn.com; Janice Gundlach
Comprehensive Land Use and rezoning
Tuesday, April 14, 2020 2:30:56 PM

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

Hello,
We are writing to you today to express our concerns about the potential building of 21 townhomes at 2395 County
Rd B.
As long time residents (40 years), and the owners of our 4th home in this city, we have always enjoyed the quality of
life Roseville has had to offer. Over the years, the parks, walking trails, nature center and arboretum have given our
family hours of relaxation and enjoyment.
Our current home is located near the above property and we are concerned about the potential noise and increased
traffic along County Rd B and the lack of a neighborhood park for the children and families in our neighborhood.
Please consider this a “once in a lifetime” opportunity to purchase this property as park land for future generations.
Consider it one more “jewel” that can be added to our park system.
Respectfully,
Roger and Mary Olson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Katy Westby
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Lonnie Brokke; Matthew Johnson
County Road B SouthWest Roseville planning
Wednesday, April 15, 2020 9:21:38 AM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.
Good Morning,
I am writing to express my concerns about a project in my neighborhood I have just learned
about. I live at 2171 County Road B W. It has been brought to my attention that there are
plans to build 19 new town homes down the street from me. This would be a terrible mistake.
County Road B is falling apart already. There are pot holes and crumbling road throughout.
This area of Roseville pays extraordinary amounts in property taxes and we have been ignored
for the past 13 years I have lived here.
It took years of writing to the city council just to lower the speed limit from 40-30 mph and
put in a makeshift walking path so that residents could actually get outside safely in their own
neighborhood. The speed limit is already not being followed consistently, the walking path
dividers are usually laying in the street because some car hit them and there is a constant
stream of cars all afternoon in this residential area.
We DO NOT need more traffic on this road. It cannot take more cars, garbage trucks,
construction trucks. We are falling apart back here.
My taxes went up to nearly $10,000 this year and my kids have never had a sidewalk to ride
their bikes on or a park in this neighborhood to play in since we moved here.
If you expect Roseville citizens to stay living in Roseville, you need to make good on your
comprehensive plans for the future, and invest in all areas of Roseville. This Midland Hills
neighborhood is turning around. There are so many young new families that I see out
attempting to push strollers, teach their young ones to ride a bike. Grandparents out with
their grandkids trying to safely maneuver down the walking path.
We need to keep our families safe. We need to know that when we send our kids out to ride
their bikes and gain some independence, that they have a safe place to do that.
Please do not allow more homes to be built on that parcel of land. It has so much potential to
add a safe space for our families to get outside, get exercise, get fresh air, gather as a
community.
Thank you,
Katy Westby

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Matthew Johnson
Lonnie Brokke
FW: Southwest Roseville development
Sunday, April 26, 2020 12:48:19 PM

From: Katy Westby
Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2020 10:38 AM
To: Janice Gundlach ; Marc Culver ; Matthew Johnson
Subject: Southwest Roseville development

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

Good Morning,
I'm writing out of extreme concern for a project in my neighborhood that has been brought to
my attention. I live on County Road B, West of Cleveland Ave. I have become aware of the
possibility of 19 new town homes being built on my street. This would be a huge mistake.
This area is already falling apart. As I sit outside more frequently now that I am furloughed
from my nursing job during the Covid Pandemic, I am even more aware of the ridiculous
amounts of traffic on County Road B. Not just cars, but heavy construction trucks, garbage
trucks, delivery trucks. And, NOBODY is driving the speed limit. And, nobody is enforcing the
speed limit. We are Roseville's forgotten area back here.
I'm also noticing the increased amount of young families out pushing their strollers, trying to
walk their dogs, teach their young children to ride their bikes for the first time.... all on the
make shift walking path (because we have no sidewalk system whatsoever in this area) while
enormous trucks are driving by at 50 mph. It is only a matter of time before there is a tragic
accident.
I have lived in this neighborhood for over 13 years and there has never been a park for my kids
to bike to without crossing Cleveland Ave. There is no safe place for them to walk our dog,
rollerblade, hang out with friends, outside of our yards. As we all know the importance of
giving our older kids more freedom and independence, it would be a wonderful addition to
our neighborhood to have a park/trail system in the undeveloped area instead of more homes
that are just going to add to our crumbling streets.
This area of Roseville pays an extraordinary amount in property taxes each year, yet we are
repeatedly forgotten when it comes to city improvements. No sidewalks, no parks, crumbling
roads..... Where is the equity within this city? I just reviewed the City News paper that came in
the mail this week and it perfectly shows the lack of parks in this area. A complete map laid
out of every park in Roseville. Not ONE in this area, not one.
Please make the right decision on this issue. Imagine that you lived in this neighborhood with
your young children or grandchildren.
Katy Westby

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dickklick
mmmanns@gmail.com
Lonnie Brokke; Pat Trudgeon; Dan Roe; llisa4roseville@gmail.com; Megan Dushin; John and Mary Bachhuber
Neighborhood Deveiopment Projecr
Saturday, April 11, 2020 5:08:54 PM

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

Hello,
Thank you for the information sheet.
We live on Fairways LN. I and several others worked on the Asphalt Project Defeat.
At that time Lonnie and his department wanted to buy that property for a park.
I was surprised to see the 4 sale sign up !
People I have talked to have 2 concerns
- Traffic On Co Rd B
- reopening co rd B to 280 ( it was a disaster When it was open & a fatality waiting to happen.
Please put me on your communication list.
If you want to talk about how we won the Asphalt plant defeat let me know.
The old Roseville limitation of 500 feet notification is so antiquated when a project like this affects all of the over
100 households in our area
Let’s determine what is best for what I called
“Prestigious Roseville West”
Give a shoutout
Dick
A Life Experienced Agent
“ Our World Is Better Because of YOU ! “
Richard Frank Klick Agency
Life, Health & Income insurance
Sent from my iPhone

4/29/2020

Petition · Wilderness Open Space petition to the City Council of Roseville, MN · Change.org

Wilderness Open Space petition to the City
Council of Roseville, MN

https://www.change.org/p/mayor-dan-roe-wilderness-open-space-petition

1/25

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paula Montgomery
Lonnie Brokke
Objection to Re-Zone Property at 2395 County Rd B and Suggestion for Park and Rec Commission
Monday, April 20, 2020 4:22:01 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.
Dear Director Brokke,
We have been residents of the Midland Hills neighborhood located North of Cty B and South of Cty
Hwy 36 for approximately 5 years. We live at 2255 Laurie Rd West. We moved to this Roseville
neighborhood from South Minneapolis. While we loved things about South Minneapolis, we have
two children ages 4 and 6 and were looking for a safe neighborhood, with families with young
children, that was unique, had sizable lots with matured trees and green space, rather than the new
developments being built in other areas with what I’ll call “cookie cutter” homes and no true
character.
We hit the jackpot when we found this neighborhood in Roseville. We love that our kids can ride
bike safely and we can walk through the neighborhood safely given the limited traffic. We love the
sense of community, the character of the homes, and the amazing trees and green space. On any
given day we might see deer, a flock of turkeys, a fox, a coyote, lots of species of squirrel and birds.
We’ve seen owls, hawks, eagles. It has everything we were looking for with the convenience of an
urban neighborhood.
That’s why when I recently learned about the request to re-zone the property at 2395 County Rd B
from Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential I had great concerns. While I support
housing development, this particular request, if approved would have significant negative impacts to
the neighborhood. The property at issue is home to much of the wild life referenced above. In
addition, there are multiple species of trees and plants, and wetlands that would be destroyed
should a development proposal like that being considered be built. What is currently a unique,
neighborhood with character original to its 1950’s and 1960’s beginnings, would start to look more
like those “cookie cutter” neighborhoods in other surrounding communities.
I recently reviewed the 2030 and 2040 Roseville Comprehensive Plans. The re-zoning proposal is
certainly contrary to many of the state goals in both plans. The 2030 Plan includes the goal to
“protect, preserve, and enhance Roseville’s water, land, air, and wildlife resources for current and
future generations.” It also includes goals to “add new park and recreation facilities to achieve
equitable access in all neighborhoods” and “preserve significant natural resources, lakes, ponds,
wetlands, open spaces, wooded areas, and wild-life habitats as integral aspects of the parks system.”
In seeking input on the 2040 Plan the second most common response to the question about what is
most important in managing growth while preserving a high quality of life was to “protect existing
neighborhoods.” You don’t have to look very far to see what happens when development goes too
far. Look at Edina and St. Louis Park and the destruction of those neighborhoods because of rezoning and the practice of tear down and rebuilding. The 2040 plan also includes a goal to “add new
parks and facilities to achieve equitable access in all neighborhoods.” The Southwest corner of
Roseville has no expansive park space. While we appreciate the small space built at the corner of
Cleveland and Cty B, in all honesty it’s not a “green space” that allows for hiking, running, or other
recreational opportunities. The Midland Hills community does not have walkable access to parks like
those located in other areas of Roseville.

Approving the re-zoning request is contrary to all of the above-stated Comprehensive Plan goals.
Please accept this email as a formal objection to the re-zoning request related to the property at
2395 County Rd B. I’m happy to meet with anyone to express these concerns in another forum.
I send you all of this information as context because it is clear the family that owns the subject
property is interested in selling. The City of Roseville has the opportunity to meet the stated goals in
the 2030 and 2040 Comprehensive Plans by acquiring this property to further develop the land to be
used by the Roseville community. I hope that that the park and rec planning commission will
consider using the park dedication funds to pursue this opportunity.
Thank you for your consideration.
Paula M. Montgomery

NOTICE: This message, including any attachments, may contain confidential and privileged
information, including patient information protected by federal and state privacy laws. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete this email and any
attachments from your system. Any use, dissemination, distribution, printing, or copying of
this email by unauthorized persons is prohibited.

Roseville MN 55113
April 14, 2020
Roseville Planning Commission
Roseville Parks and Recreation Department
Roseville City Council Members
Roseville Community Development Director
Roseville Public Works Director
Dear Roseville leaders:
As residents of the Midland Hills area of Roseville for nearly three years it has only been
brought to our attention two days ago of the proposal to rezone the property at 2395 County
Rd B from LDR-1 to MDR status. We have also received from concerned Midland Hills
neighbors a draft of the plan to build 21 housing units in this wooded plot. Added to this
incredibly dense construction is the plan to build duplex townhouses across the street on the
now vacant Eustis plot.
This is what we see at present:
• County Rd B west of Cleveland is already experiencing heavy traffic. That heavy traffic
which usually does not follow the posted speed is already a daily hazard for walking.
• There are no park facilities in the Midland Hills area of Roseville. The closest park areas
are east of Cleveland—a long walk for families in this area.
• The proposed plot of land is one of the only remaining properties in the Midland area
that allows for wetland and forest needed to support our wild neighbors of deer, turkey,
coyotes, and waterfowl.
This is what we request:
• We would insist that the rezoning decision be delayed to allow fair and transparent
representation of the population affected.
• We would plead with the City of Roseville to purchase this plot to be used as permanent
wetland and park facility.
• We would oppose this and any further dense residential development in the Midland
Hills area as 1--our County Road B is already overtaxed and degraded; and, 2—this kind
of dense development does not reflect the overall picture of Roseville, but instead
developers’ greed. We do not need to regress to Baltimore row houses in our beautiful
Roseville.
Sincerely,
John Toso and Janet Johnshoy

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Susan Dunwell
Dan Roe
thomas.pasche@cityofroseville.com; bryon.lloyd@cityofrosevill.com; Lonnie Brokke;
matthewjohnson@cityofroseville.com; Jason Etten; Lisa Laliberte; Wayne Groff; rwillmus@cityofroseville.com;
Janice Gundlach; Marc Culver
Proposed Rezoning of Property at 2395 County Road B
Monday, April 13, 2020 5:19:31 PM

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

To All City of Roseville Administrators,
My husband and are, along with our neighbors, requesting that you:
1) delay this re-zoning decision as proposed
2) allow this property to become, instead, a much needed accessible park in our area
3) oppose this large, dense development in our area which will increase more daily traffic to this already landlocked
area
Please respect our request as patient, long time Roseville tax payers and residents.
Most sincerely,
Tom and Sue Dunwell

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

CenturyLink Customer
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Lonnie Brokke; Matthew Johnson; Dan Roe; Jason Etten; Wayne Groff;
rwillmus@msn.com; Janice Gundlach; Marc Culver; Lisa Laliberte
Proposed Re-Zoning of the Property at 2395 County Road B
Sunday, April 12, 2020 11:51:36 AM

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

I am asking that the Open House for the Re-zoning of 2395 County Road B be postponed until an actual in-person
meeting can be held. It is too important of a decision to make from just e-mail or virtual meetings. I was also
disappointed that the notice of this was only given to people who live within 500 feet of the property. We live about
block and a half away from 2395 County Road B and this development would also impact us. We live on the corner
of County Road B and Fulham Street. The traffic leaving our neighborhood down the only outlet of County Road B
is already a problem. People speed from the apartments by Hwy 280 all the way to Cleveland Avenue, even though
the speed limit is 30 cars speed by at 40-50 mph. We would like four-way stop signs on our corner to slow the
traffic down. We are a neighborhood of walkers, dog walkers, and bicyclists. With the addition of about 38 more
cars from this development and maybe another 20-30 cars from the Eustis Street townhomes proposed that would
significantly increase the traffic on County Road B which is now in bad shape with potholes. I can't imagine how
upset the people on St. Croix Street would feel having a street with traffic not only in front of their home, but also a
street behind their home.
I ask that you consider not rezoning 2395 County Road B for the following reasons and having an open meeting
residents can attend:
1. We are a single family housing neighborhood.
2. We would lose the wildlife we have left in our neighborhood after Midland Crest homes took away a significant
amount of wood land.
3. County Road B is the only exit from our neighborhood and increased traffic would be a safety issue.
4. The value of the homes on St. Croix would probably go down. Who wants to buy a house with a street both in
front of and in back of it.
5. There is no way the developer could replace the amount of trees on that property with new trees planted in a
development.
6. We have no parks or walking paths in our neighborhood, except along busy County Road B and for the city to
purchase it and make a wildlife area with a walking path would be fantastic. The pocket park on Cleveland and
County Road B is not a peaceful place to go to with all the traffic on that corner.
This matter is too important to pass through without input from the people whose lives will be changed by it.
Thank you for your consideration.
I would also like to know how we get the City to send out notices to people within at least 1000 feet and not 500 feet
of a proposed project.
What do we need to do to get a four-way stop sign on the corner of County Road B and Fulham Streets.
Sincerely,
Nancy and Jim Nelson
Roseville

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Alex Hsieh
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Lonnie Brokke; Matthew Johnson; Dan Roe; Jason Etten; Lisa Laliberte; Wayne
Groff; rwillmus@msn.com; Janice Gundlach; Marc Culver
Ly Hsieh
Regarding the Proposed Re-Zoning of the Property at 2395 County Road B
Friday, April 10, 2020 10:05:39 PM

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

To Whom It May Concern,
My nam is Alex Hsieh, and I am a Roseville resident who will be directly impacted by the new development
proposed at 2395 County Road B.
I am writing to request that the rezoning decision to be delayed.
I and my family strongly oppose this large, dense development as it would increase traffic on County Road B and
potentially increase crime in the area, especially at a time of crisis like this.
My wife and I are in our late 20s and would love to raise our family here in Roseville. The sole reason that we chose
to live in this neighborhood was because it was perceived as a very safe and quiet place. The proposed dense
development would have negative effects on our community, and my entire family is strongly against it.
We definitely like the idea of having a natural parkland that is within walking distance of our home. We kindly urge
you to consider the impact of this development on young and growing families like ours.
Thank you for taking the time to read this message, and I hope you are all staying safe and healthy.
Best regards,
Alex Hsieh

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Amy Haen
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Lonnie Brokke; Matthew Johnson; Dan Roe; Jason Etten; Lisa Laliberte; Wayne
Groff; rwillmus@msn.com; Janice Gundlach; Marc Culver
Re-Zoning @2395 County Rd B
Thursday, April 16, 2020 9:10:50 AM

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

This letter is in regards to the rezoning of the land at 2395 County Road B into a
medium density residential area. The proposed dense development could have a
major negative effects on our entire neighborhood. We request that this decision be
delayed until the entire Midland Hills neighborhood can meet with Roseville City
Planning Commission, Roseville City Parks and Recreation, Roseville Community
Development Director, Roseville Public Works Department, and the Roseville City
Council.
We are opposed to destroying this beautiful property and wildlife habitat to be
replaced by a town home development. Roseville has nearly 500 acres of parkland in
the city, but nothing in our neighborhood. On the Roseville map we can see that
almost all the parks are on the east and north sides - none on the far southwest side,
where we live and pay taxes. A wildlife park similar to Reservoir Woods with trails
would take advantage of the open wooded areas on that property.
The Midland Hills neighborhood is turning over, and there are now new families with
children in the area. These young families deserve a natural parkland that is within
walking distance of their homes.
County Road B is a limited access road with only one way into and out of the
neighborhood. The added congestion on this road will leave the walking path more
dangerous. Cars, bicycles, and pedestrians are already swerving around the street
and walking path to avoid potholes and any construction or maintenance vehicles
looking for a place to stop or park.
We hope the City of Roseville will decide to purchase this property, continuing a
legacy of parks for future generations.
Sincerely,
Rick and Amy Anderson,

•
•
•
•

Athletic Fields are open with restrictions (10 or less social distancing) for noncompetition use beginning mid-June
Picnic shelters are being modified with restrictions – date of opening yet to be determined
Rental buildings (Skating Center, Cedarholm, Park Buildings) are being modified with
restrictions – date of opening yet to be determined
HANC, currently closed to the walk through traffic to accommodate distancing and
programming

Parks
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Parks and open spaces are available for public use with social distancing
Tennis courts are open
Athletic fields are open for non-competition use with groups of less than 10
Playgrounds reopen beginning of June with advice to users
Select restrooms are open
Limited portable restrooms will be placed at higher activity sites beginning June 1
Basketball and volleyball courts remain closed at this time

Others
•
•

Volunteers may be used in a limited capacity with social distancing measures in place
Affiliated groups must submit an approved safety plan prior to the resumption of
activities

Roseville Announces Event Cancellations and Parks and Recreation Summer Operations Plan
The City of Roseville announced that it has cancelled its annual Rosefest celebration for 2020 due to the
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.
Included in the announced cancellations are the city’s popular 4th of July Party in the Park and fireworks
show over Bennett Lake on Saturday, July 4 as well as the Run and Roll for the Roses on Saturday, June
27, and the Rose Parade on Monday, June 29.
The cancellations are part of the Parks and Recreation Department’s updated summer 2020 program
and facility plans. Several events that may be modified to comply with anticipated social distancing
guidelines are still in the works, department officials noted. These programs will be analyzed with final
decisions to come as additional guidance becomes available.
To assist residents’ understanding of the status of specific programs, all recreation programs will be
classified into the following categories beginning Friday, May 15: tentatively moving forward with
modification, awaiting more information, or canceled. All programs will be analyzed on an ongoing basis
and move between the categories as more information becomes available.
Parks and Recreation officials are also developing a comprehensive phased reopening plan so that
facilities such as the Roseville Skating Center, the Harriett Alexander Nature Center (HANC), the
Cedarholm Community Building as well as park buildings and picnic shelters can safely reopen to the
public as soon as state guidance on gatherings and groups is announced.
City parks and trails, the Cedarholm Golf Course, the disc golf course at Acorn Park, and tennis courts
remain open for use with social distancing at this time, offering opportunities for residents to stay
active.
The Parks and Recreation Department will continue to monitor the latest guidance from the Governor
and state health officials to determine the feasibility of hosting future programming opportunities.
For specific information regarding the status of individual programs, sports leagues and events, visit
Roseville Parks and Recreation online at www.cityofroseville.com/parks.

