
Future Meetings: Planning Commission & Variance Board (tentative): October 7 & November 4 
City Council: Sept. 14, 21, 28 & Oct. 5, 19, 26 HRA: Sept. 15 & Oct. 20 

Be a part of the picture….get involved with your City….Volunteer. 
For more information, contact Kelly at kelly.obrien@ci.roseville.mn.us or 651-792-7028. 
Volunteering, a Great Way to Get Involved. 

 
VARIANCE BOARD 
Regular Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, September 2, 2015 at 5:45 p.m. 
Roseville City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Review of Minutes: July 1, 2015, regular meeting minutes 

4. Adjourn 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, September 2, 2015 at 6:00 p.m. 
Roseville City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Review of Minutes: August 5, 2015, regular meeting minutes 

4. Communications and Recognitions 

a. From the public: Public comment pertaining to land use issues not on this agenda 

b. From the Commission or staff 

5. Public Hearings 

a. Planning File 15-019: Requests by Jones Lang LaSalle, with property owners Compass Retail, 
Inc. and J. C. Penny Property, Inc 496, for approval of a preliminary plat and planned unit 
development amendment at 1700 County Rd B2 and 1705 Hwy 36 (Rosedale Shopping Center) 

b. Planning File 15-010: Request by Art Mueller for approval of a preliminary plat of property 
addressed as 2201 Acorn Road 

c. Project File 0017: Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to Chapter 1011 of 
the City Code pertaining to tree preservation and landscaping requirements 

d. Planning File 15-016: Request by Roseville Properties, with property owners Pinecone-Fairview, 
LLC and 2720 Fairview DCE, LLC, for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage at 2720 Fairview 
Ave as an interim use 

e. Planning File 15-017: Request by Roseville Properties, with property owner 1926 Grand Ave, 
LLC, for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage at 2211 – 2217 County Rd C2 as an interim use 

f. Project File 0026: Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties within the Twin Lakes 
redevelopment area 

6. Adjourn 

mailto:kelly.obrien@ci.roseville.mn.us


Variance Board Meeting 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Draft Minutes – Wednesday, July 1, 2015 – 5:30 p.m. 

1. Call to Order 1 
Chair Murphy called to order the Variance Board meeting at approximately 5:30 p.m. and 2 
reviewed the role and purpose of the Variance Board. 3 

2. Roll Call & Introductions 4 
At the request of Member Murphy, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll. 5 

Members Present:  Chair Robert Murphy, Vice Chair James Daire, and Commissioner Chuck 6 
Gitzen 7 

Others Present: Alternate Variance Board Member Michael Boguszewski 8 

Staff Present:  City Planner Thomas Paschke and Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 9 

3. Review of Minutes 10 

MOTION 11 
Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to approve meeting minutes of June 3, 12 
2015 as presented. 13 

Ayes: 3 14 
Nays: 0 15 
Motion carried. 16 

4. Public Hearings 17 
Chair Murphy reviewed the protocol for public hearings and subsequent process. 18 

a. PLANNING FILE No. 15-013 19 
Request by North American Banking, owner of the property at 2230 Albert Street, 20 
for a variance to Roseville City Code, Section 1005.02.F (Materials), for a greater 21 
use of metal siding on a building exterior 22 
Chair Murphy opened the public hearing at approximately 5:32 p.m. 23 

City Planner Thomas Paschke summarized the request for this case as detailed in the 24 
project report dated July 1, 2015 and attachments. Mr. Paschke reviewed various code 25 
requirements, requested variances, and staff’s analysis of those specifics as a 26 
prerequisite for approval. 27 

Mr. Paschke noted the Bank is planning a complete and major remodeling of the 28 
Roseville branch, originally constructed as a U. S. Post Office in 1965, later remodeled 29 
into a law firm, and then morphing into the current bank use in 1998. Mr. Paschke 30 
advised that the proposed metal siding material for the exterior dos not conform to 31 
current zoning code. Mr. Paschke noted the unique aspects of this older building and 32 
need to update the exterior and challenges in modifying materials for a more modern 33 
appeal, while still complementing the existing 1965 brick work that will remain, and 34 
provide balance and some uniformity on all sides of the building. 35 

Member Daire noted last month’s variance request by Pizza Lucé and this request 36 
involved metal siding to be architecturally pleasing that had been discouraged in the past 37 
to avoid the use of corrugated type material for siding. Member Daire suggested an 38 
amendment to zoning code text, it may serve to allow material review as an 39 
administrative variance versus formal hearing before the Variance Board. 40 

Mr. Paschke reported that such a text revision was on staff’s radar for future approval by 41 
the Planning Commission to amend code as industry standards have changed since 42 
adopting the zoning code with materials now more aesthetically pleasing even beyond 43 
this type of material. 44 
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Applicant Representative Michael Bilski, CEO of North American Banking 45 
Mr. Bilski was present, and in agreement with staff’s report and presentation. 46 

Chair Murphy closed the public hearing at 5:40 p.m.; no one spoke for or against. 47 

Member Gitzen opined the request was well presented by staff and similar to last month’s 48 
variance request as previously noted. 49 

MOTION 50 
Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to adopt Variance Board 51 
Resolution No. 115 (Attachment E) entitled, “A Resolution APPROVING a Variance 52 
to Roseville City Code, Section 1005.02.F (Materials), at 2230 Albert Street (PF15-53 
013)”as corrected; and based on the proposed plans, staff’s input offered during 54 
the public hearing, and the comments and findings as detailed in the project report 55 
dated July 1, 2015. 56 

Ayes: 3 57 
Nays: 0 58 
Motion carried. 59 

5. Adjournment 60 
Chair Murphy adjourned the meeting at approximately 5:42 p.m. 61 



Planning Commission Regular Meeting 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Draft Minutes – Wednesday, August 5, 2015 

1. Call to Order 1 
Chair Michael Boguszewski called to order the regular meeting of the Planning Commission 2 
meeting at approximately 6:30 p.m. and reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning 3 
Commission. 4 

2. Roll Call & Introduction 5 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll. 6 

Members Present:  Chair Michael Boguszewski; Vice Chair Shannon Cunningham; and 7 
Members James Daire, Robert Murphy, Chuck Gitzen, David Stellmach, 8 
and James Bull 9 

Staff Present:  Community Development Director Paul Bilotta, City Planner Thomas 10 
Paschke, and Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 11 

3. Review of Minutes: July 1, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes 12 

MOTION 13 
Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Murphy to approve the July 1, 2015 meeting 14 
minutes as presented with minor subsequent typo and grammatical corrections from 15 
Members Daire and Murphy submitted to staff. 16 

Ayes: 7 17 
Nays: 0 18 
Motion carried. 19 

4. Communications and Recognitions: 20 

a. From the Public (Public Comment on items not on the agenda) 21 
None. 22 

b. From the Commission or Staff 23 
For information purposes, City Planner Paschke announced that the September Planning 24 
Commission docket currently had eight items; and given the extensive number of items, 25 
suggested moving the meeting up from 6:30 to 6:00 p.m. 26 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke advised that, to-date there were no 27 
variance submittals requiring a Variance Board meeting to be held on that evening. 28 

By consensus of the body, Chair Boguszewski concurred with staff’s suggestion to move 29 
the meeting up to 6:00 p.m.; asking that Mr. Paschke follow-up via e-mail before the 30 
meeting with the Commission as to the refined schedule as cases continued to come 31 
forward or be deferred as applicable. Chair Boguszewski further asked that staff make 32 
sure the public is made of aware of those time changes as well; with Mr. Paschke 33 
advising that the usual published, posted and mailed notice procedure would be followed, 34 
and website updated to ensure public awareness. 35 

Member Bull asked that agenda packet materials be distributed to commissioners as 36 
soon as possible given the number of cases, and allowing sufficient review before the 37 
meeting. 38 

Mr. Paschke noted that staff would try to accommodate that request as much as possible; 39 
but application materials may not be completed until the Thursday or Friday immediately 40 
before the Wednesday meeting. 41 

Member Murphy asked for a staff update regarding the Vogel Property and expiration of 42 
the Interim Use permit. 43 

Mr. Paschke clarified that the Interim Use did not expire for a few years, but suggested 44 
Member Murphy may be referring to the Conditional Occupancy Permit that would be 45 
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expiring shortly, and was being held up pending several conditions yet to be completed 46 
by the Vogel Company (e.g. fence installation). 47 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Community Development Director Paul Bilotta 48 
responded that the City’s Building Official typically sets a date based on when they think 49 
work can be completed. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that it was not unusual for the 50 
Certificate of Occupancy to be extended if completion of the work was out of the control 51 
of the applicant (e.g. weather related or third-party contractor or subcontractor 52 
schedules). In the case of the Vogel Certificate of Occupancy, Mr. Bilotta advised that the 53 
issue was not of a statutory nature, but was a case of waiting for private utility companies 54 
to address a buried cable (CenturyLink) and overhead electrical lines (Xcel Energy); and 55 
noted that Vogel was diligent working with those private firms to resolve the delays. Mr. 56 
Bilotta advised that from a staff perspective, they had no concerns that the work would be 57 
completed, whether by the deadline of August 16, or shortly thereafter. Mr. Bilotta 58 
advised that while the private utility companies were notoriously slow to respond, he was 59 
aware that a surveyor had been sent out by CenturyLink recently, so progress was 60 
continuing. 61 

Chair Boguszewski asked that staff provide an update at next month’s meeting on this 62 
issue; advising that if the delay is due to legitimate reasons it was understandable; 63 
however, if the owner was delaying progress, it was of concern to the Commission. 64 

Mr. Bilotta noted that the Vogel Company had received a bid on the fence; opining that 65 
they were as anxious as staff and the Commission to resolve these outstanding issues. 66 
Mr. Bilotta advised that staff would send an e-mail update to the Commission as 67 
additional information became available between now and the next Commission meeting. 68 

5. Public Hearings 69 
Chair Boguszewski reviewed the protocol for public hearings and subsequent process. 70 

MOTION 71 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Bull to approve amendment of 72 
tonight’s agenda to hear Planning File No. 15-010 before the remaining cases. 73 

Ayes: 7 74 
Nays: 0 75 
Motion carried. 76 

a. PLANNING FILE No. 15-010 77 
Request by Art Mueller for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of property 78 
addressed as 2201 Acorn Road 79 
Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-010 at approximately 80 
6:40 p.m., noting this hearing had been continued from the July 1, 2015 meeting and 81 
tabled at that time; with subsequent withdrawal by the applicant of that application. Based 82 
on that withdrawal, Chair Boguszewski sought formal action by the body to officially close 83 
the public hearing for Planning File No. 15-010; noting that a new application had been 84 
submitted by the applicant and will be heard in the future as a new and separate case. 85 

MOTION 86 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to CLOSE the 87 
public hearing for Planning File 15-010: Request by Art Mueller for approval of a 88 
PRELIMINARY PLAT for property addressed at 2201 Acorn Road, due to 89 
withdrawal of the application by the applicant. 90 

With Member Bull noting the timing for an open house for the new case and public 91 
hearing if scheduled for September, Mr. Paschke clarified that the timeframe for those 92 
events applied to when the application was actually submitted, in accordance with current 93 
City Code provisions. 94 
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Ayes: 7 95 
Nays: 0 96 
Motion carried. 97 

b. PLANNING FILE No. 13-010 98 
Request by Hand In Hand Christian Montessori, with property owner Church of 99 
Corpus Christi, for renewed approval of the existing temporary classroom 100 
structure to remain on the property at 2131 Fairview Avenue as an INTERIM USE 101 
for an additional two years 102 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 13-010 at 6:43 p.m. 103 

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request for a temporary classroom 104 
facility for Hand In Hand Christian Montessori (HIH) initially approved in August of 2013; 105 
and now requested for renewal as detailed and necessitated as outlined in the staff report 106 
dated August 5, 2015. 107 

Mr. Lloyd noted that the recommended expiration of the renewed IU approval is to 108 
calendar year end in 2018, and intended for the use of the facility over four academic 109 
years as requested, ending in May/June of 2018, allowing the remaining 6-7 months of 110 
that year for removal of the facility. 111 

At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Lloyd advised that staff had received no direct 112 
feedback about the new structure impacting drainage for the better or worse, other than 113 
the written material from Councilmember McGehee included in the agenda materials 114 
addressing her personal observation of drainage at the site. Mr. Lloyd noted that this 115 
observation had prompted the condition for approval addressing that issue. 116 

Noting that there had been no feedback or comments from neighbors at the time of the 117 
staff report, at the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Lloyd reported that staff had received 118 
no comments since the report had been disseminated. 119 

In addressing the concerns raised by Councilmember McGehee, Chair Boguszewski 120 
asked if the City r the applicant was working on plans to address her concerns with 121 
drainage. 122 

Mr. Lloyd referenced an e-mail from City Engineer/Public Works Director Marc Culver, 123 
indicating that the City and Watershed District were working to address this broader site 124 
rather than only a system to address the temporary building. In his meetings with Mr. 125 
Culver as part of the Design Review Committee (DRC), Mr. Lloyd reported that his 126 
impression was that this improvement was functioning as intended. 127 

In his personal observation of the site and as addressed by Councilmember McGehee, 128 
Chair Boguszewski noted landscaping and exterior building materials, and asked if those 129 
had been resolved or were still in process. 130 

Mr. Lloyd advised that the reason this was coming before the Planning Commission at 131 
this time was due to the applicant seeking an additional month after the open house to 132 
address landscaping concerns, as outlined by Mr. Thompson in written comments 133 
included in agenda packet materials for tonight’s meeting. While unsure if siding 134 
concerns had been addressed, in talking to the City’s Building Official and Building 135 
Inspector, Mr. Lloyd reported that they had not indicated or made him aware of any siding 136 
material problems. Mr. Lloyd advised hat poorly maintained siding would not be allowed 137 
as part of any approved Interim Use or extension of one; noting that concerns raised 138 
would be more in the nature of building form and type of siding allowed. 139 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd advised from his perspective, there was 140 
nothing that should prevent this from going ahead provided work continues to address 141 
concerns raised at the open house. As noted in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd reiterated that 142 
staff recommended approval and had heard nothing to-date to change that 143 
recommendation. 144 
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Member Daire asked if staff had observed any substandard siding or anything with the 145 
structure that would render the building unsafe. 146 

Mr. Lloyd stated he had not, and with this or any institutional zoned district building 147 
exterior, structures needed to be in compliance with City Code for design and material 148 
standards as well as in compliance with the City and State Building Code to ensure a 149 
safe structure. 150 

Member Daire clarified for his personal edification that any reference to “substandard 151 
siding” simply referred to materials and therefore did not render the building unsafe for 152 
occupancy. 153 

Applicant Representatives 154 
Brent Thompson, Hand In Hand Christian Montessori (HIH) 155 

Mr. Thompson thanked those Planning Commissioners who’d attended their 156 
informational meetings. 157 

For the record and since that meeting, Mr. Thompson advised that revised landscaping 158 
had been completed around the entire building and edging put in place, based on a 159 
agreement with the church to maintain the grounds, and addressing concerns raised at 160 
the neighborhood meeting. Therefore, Mr. Thompson noted that the HIH was the 161 
instrument providing a solution to drainage issues between the two properties that 162 
neighbors had sought; and under an agreement between the school and church, 163 
landscape architect Stephen Mastey, present tonight, had been hired; and had been 164 
working with City staff to accomplish what the City and neighbors were after to ultimately 165 
address drainage issues on the property and beyond. Mr. Thompson clarified that these 166 
improvements were intended as a permanent solution, and not just related to the interim 167 
building itself for the short-term. 168 

For information purpose, Mr. Thompson displayed and provided as a bench handout, 169 
attached hereto and made a part hereof, a two-page site plan and a concept exterior 170 
planting visual of the site. 171 

Mr. Thompson reviewed the existing storm structure with 100% of stormwater runoff on 172 
Eldridge Avenue, coming down the street from all properties to the catch basin and then 173 
directed straight out to Fairview Avenue. Mr. Thompson noted that the new system would 174 
drain off the church roof down a pipe discharging runoff at the proposed future pond area 175 
to a swale and then to the catch basins. 176 

Mr. Thompson noted that previous complaints heard were that, when a large rain event 177 
occurred, the catch basin backed up. Mr. Thompson noted that a solution involved 178 
working with the City Engineer and an engineer hired by HIH for installation of a drain tile 179 
structure sized in accordance with the Interim Use building; and further addressing 180 
interests in building ponding to handle overflow, similar to another project done in another 181 
area of Roseville. As part of that desire and process, Mr. Thompson introduced Mr. 182 
Mastey and his firm, who took things to a new level, in conjunction with the City and 183 
Watershed District to meet their preferences in accordance with City Code to expand the 184 
stormwater management system for the entire area. Mr. Thompson advised that the 185 
intent was to get the pond completed yet this fall and as a preliminary to building 186 
permanently on the site. 187 

Steve Mastey, Landscape Architecture Incorporated, 856 Raymond Ave, St. Paul 188 
Mr. Mastey briefly revised examples of potential plant materials; and noted their work with 189 
the City’s Environmental Engineer Ryan Johnson; advising that the core project had 190 
already been approved and funded by the Rice Creek Watershed District and Ramsey 191 
Conservation District, with grant funds having been applied for to use for a portion of the 192 
project Mr. Mastey noted this would assist with the types and number of plantings and 193 
aesthetic amenities along Fairview Avenue and for adjacent property owners. 194 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Mastey advised that modeling for the ponds and 195 
their size and grading was still in process, and would be contoured to allow for two 196 
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shallow pools – one smaller and one larger – to store and cleanse water, and allowing for 197 
a beautiful buffer along the property. 198 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Mastey advised that depending on the depth of the 199 
ponds, it was yet to be determined if a safety fence would be needed, but anticipated 200 
shallower depths and pond design for a sub-drainage system underneath to avoid any 201 
safety challenges for children in the school or church. Mr. Mastey reiterated that modeling 202 
was still incomplete as he and Mr. Johnson worked to calibrate the amount of water and 203 
time needed to avoid any significant standing water as the site is sculpted and modeled. 204 
Mr. Mastey noted there was a proposed trail to be installed to cut through the native 205 
prairie wetland area as part of the pond design. 206 

Member Daire stated that he saw this as a creative solution for the ponding and runoff 207 
problem in this area; but also noted his concerns and potential unintended consequences 208 
if it created any safety challenges for children at the school and/or church. 209 

Public Comment 210 

Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 7:06 p.m.; no one spoke for or against. 211 

Member Murphy noted for the record that one Councilmember and three Planning 212 
Commissioners had attended the open house for this project; and expressed his 213 
appreciation to the applicant, City staff and the watershed district for their efforts in 214 
addressing concerns raised by the neighbors at that meeting. 215 

Member Bull, based on his attendance at the open house and viewing of the facility, 216 
stated that it was a phenomenal facility, and gave no indication it was a temporary 217 
building. 218 

Chair Boguszewski agreed with his colleagues, opining that this was very well thought-219 
out, and created a positive rather than a negative for this neighborhood. 220 

MOTION 221 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City 222 
Council renewed approval of the temporary classroom facility as an INTERIM USE 223 
at 2131 Fairview Avenue; based on the comments, findings, and conditions 224 
contained the project report dated August 5, 2015. 225 

Ayes: 7 226 
Nays: 0 227 
Motion carried. 228 

This case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their August 24, 229 
2015 meeting. 230 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Paschke reviewed the process for this application 231 
moving forward. Mr. Paschke noted that typically, stormwater projects didn’t come before 232 
the Planning Commission, and if significant issues were involved, would go directly to the 233 
City Council for approval or denial. 234 

Mr. Paschke offered to send the Commission detailed plans at their request, with 235 
Member Daire expressed appreciation for that offer, noting it was turning out to be an 236 
interesting planning project. 237 

c. PLANNING FILE No. 15-015 238 
Request by United Properties for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of land in the 239 
southeast corner of Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive 240 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-015 at 7:08 p.m. 241 

Member Murphy advised Chair Boguszewski that he would be recusing himself from this 242 
discussion in lieu of any potential conflict of interest, as he was a member of the Board of 243 
Directors for a Cooperative that was still doing business with United Properties. Member 244 
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Murphy left the bench at 7:09 p.m., and observed from the audience through completion 245 
of the case. 246 

In his review of the staff report and attachments, Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd noted the 247 
Preliminary Plat included was inaccurate as it had omitted in its entirety the city-owned 248 
parcel on the southern most edge, and with the updated August 3, 2015 as displayed at 249 
this time, was shown as Lot 2. Furthermore, Mr. Lloyd noted the original 33’ easement 250 
dedication and information provided in the meeting agenda packet, had been reviewed 251 
and corrected that the actual distance required is 49.5’, as also shown on the updated 252 
plat as displayed. Mr. Lloyd briefly revised that city-owned parcel and the applicant’s plat 253 
not conveying ownership rights to the applicant (United Properties) with negotiations 254 
ongoing as to whether the applicant will be able to access property from another access 255 
point or by crossing the city-owned easement; or if the parcel would be transferred in part 256 
or whole to the applicant. Mr. Lloyd clarified that Preliminary Plat approval does not affect 257 
property ownership, with ultimate approval of those negotiations by the City Council at a 258 
later date. As part of the Preliminary Plat approval, Mr. Lloyd further noted that High 259 
Density Residential (HDR) zoning designation for this property did not address lot sizes 260 
or shape diameters as part of the Subdivision Code and would be reviewed as a separate 261 
process; with only property boundaries addressed as part of the Preliminary Plat approval 262 
as shown on the displayed plat, and ultimate right-of-way dedication corrected as dictated 263 
by Ramsey County during their review of this parcel adjacent to Lexington Avenue, a 264 
county roadway. 265 

Mr. Lloyd reviewed the existing storm sewer easement and infrastructure on the property, 266 
and subsequent proposed vacation and dedication of a new easement and storm sewer 267 
line as part of the new plat. Mr. Lloyd noted that the Public Works/Engineering 268 
Department indicated it was proper to hold off on the vacation element until negotiation 269 
and completion of a Public Improvement Contract ultimately approved by the City Council 270 
to address any easements if and when needed. 271 

As indicated in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd noted the preliminary tree preservation plan, 272 
and advised that the City’s consulting arborist was in the audience to address any 273 
questions with the preliminary calculations based on required tree plantings on the site, 274 
which he noted would change some with the extension of the right-of-way by an 275 
additional 16.5’. Mr. Lloyd noted that, under the current tree preservation ordinance, the 276 
obligation for replanting was quite extensive and would be a challenge on this parcel. Mr. 277 
Lloyd note this further served to indicate the need for revised language as coming before 278 
the Planning Commission and City Council for discussion in the near future in considering 279 
replanting on site, funding the cost of tree planting elsewhere in the city versus on site 280 
and at another location if impractical on a given site; and other potential considerations 281 
moving forward. In this instance and under current City Code for tree preservation, Mr. 282 
Lloyd advised that the applicant may need to apply for a variance when the final tree 283 
calculations are determined. 284 

Mr. Lloyd advised that staff would be recommending an additional or revised condition for 285 
approval as part of their recommendation, since at the time of the staff report; there had 286 
been no recommendation from the City related to a park dedication. 287 

In context, Community Development Director Paul Bilotta noted that this application was 288 
for an easy subdivision. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that this project developer was also 289 
the controlling developer for the former Owasso School site, location of the Owasso 290 
ballfields; and noted that active negotiations were still in play at this time, and therefore 291 
remained confidential, but clarified that some of those elements were in play with this 292 
project on adjacent land as well. Mr. Bilotta advised that Lot 2 was part of that discussion 293 
for possible inclusion as part of this project, but whether or not it occurred remained in the 294 
negotiation process. Either way, Mr. Bilotta noted that the City ended up with a platted 295 
parcel and in bringing it forward separately was part of the desire not to hold up this 296 
project allowing it to get in the ground this fall. Mr. Bilotta noted that the remaining 297 
project, the former Owasso School site had many complexities; and the latest draft of a 298 
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Purchase Agreement separated out the park dedication issue. Therefore, Mr. Bilotta 299 
asked that the Commission add an additional condition that the developer agrees to pay 300 
park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500 per unit, the standard rate, as separated 301 
from the agreement and in negotiations, and therefore was not following the normal 302 
process of the Parks & Recreation Commission making a recommendation. 303 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta advised that, at this time, the developer 304 
estimated a total of 116 units; and confirmed that the $3,500 park dedication fee was a 305 
standard per unit cost. 306 

In conclusion, staff recommended approval of the revised Preliminary Plat dated August 307 
3, 2015 including Lot 2; based on the conditions outlined in the staff report, in addition to 308 
the additional condition as detailed by Mr. Bilotta. Mr. Lloyd suggested that, given the 309 
uncertainty with the quantity of trees or another means to accommodate their 310 
replacement, Condition C be revised to address tree preservation/replacement as an 311 
obligation of subsequent Final Plat approval by the City Council. 312 

Chair Boguszewski clarified that, if Condition C remained as currently written in the staff 313 
report, and subsequently it was found that getting 365 trees on the site after construction, 314 
the applicant could then choose to come forward with a Variance request; to which Mr. 315 
Lloyd responded affirmatively, similar to that process used by Pizza Lucé as an example. 316 

Given the sensitivity of and interest by the community in tree preservation, and personally 317 
as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski asked that staff make sure that it is 318 
clearly understood by the applicant that any future Variance is not a given, but any actual 319 
application to the Variance Board would be thoughtfully considered, and if the Preliminary 320 
Plat was approved tonight it should in no way indicate to the applicant or give them any 321 
signal that a future Variance application would be granted. 322 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd clarified the location of the replacement storm 323 
water easement. 324 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that the identity of the city-325 
owned parcel, identified as Lot 2, was addressed as 2668 Lexington Avenue N. Also, Mr. 326 
Lloyd confirmed for Member Cunningham that because this subdivision was for less than 327 
four lots, it did not meet the threshold requiring that the developer hold an open house; 328 
with the proposal involving three lots, but creating two lots under the revised Preliminary 329 
Plat. 330 

At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Bilotta confirmed that current negotiations would 331 
determine ultimate ownership of Lot 2; originally a single-family lot, but currently 332 
designated multi-family zoning. As part of those negotiations, Mr. Bilotta confirmed for 333 
Member Gitzen that easements and access points would be addressed; and any further 334 
title and boundary issues would be resolved prior to the Final Plat approval and included 335 
in documents and maps filed and recorded with Ramsey County. 336 

As noted by Member Gitzen, Mr. Lloyd clarified that his intent was not to indicate any 337 
additional dedication required on the north end on Woodhill Drive, but simply to recognize 338 
that street with rights-of-way for verification through the process. 339 

Member Bull asked for staff to address the characteristics for the driveway on Lot 2, and 340 
whether there would be additional hard cover to extend the driveway. 341 

Mr. Bilotta advised that, while this is a city lot, as part of the broader look with any and all 342 
property acquisition, it was intended as the entry point to serve this area, along with any 343 
necessary easements for surrounding properties as part of the larger development for 344 
adjacent parcels (e.g. Old Owasso School site). Mr. Bilotta noted that the City would 345 
prefer that location as the access point versus the currently controlled access point, 346 
based on Lexington Avenue being a county road and grade issues, as well as its location 347 
directly across the road from the Fire Station. Mr. Bilotta advised that that preference was 348 
to pull access points as far away from that intersection as possible without sliding them 349 
further into and creating issues at County Road C and Lexington Avenue to the south. 350 
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When developed, Mr. Bilotta noted the result would achieve better traffic safety and one 351 
versus multiple access points on Lexington Avenue. 352 

If the ownership of Lot 2 is not transferred, Member Stellmach asked if it would be 353 
possible for that access point to be moved further north or if there were additional 354 
restrictions. 355 

Mr. Bilotta responded that if Lot 2 was ultimately not part of the project, reminding the 356 
Commission that it was not approving any Preliminary Site Plan for that portion of the 357 
project (Old Owasso School site) at this time, the applicant would need to propose an 358 
alternative for City and Ramsey Council approval, whether further north or requiring a 359 
redesign of the project with no access off Lexington Avenue. 360 

At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Bilotta noted that no traffic studies had been 361 
required, since this was proposed as an assisted living use, and therefore any significant 362 
increase in vehicles per day would be minimal. From his best recollection, and without 363 
benefit of data at hand, Mr. Bilotta estimated current traffic volumes for Oxford Street, 364 
Woodhill Drive and Lexington Avenue. 365 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the proposed facility was 2-3 366 
levels, with the lower level of the facility being 10-12’ below the driveway coming off 367 
Lexington Avenue, and with two entry points, one at the top level and one lower. 368 
However, Mr. Lloyd advised that, at this Preliminary Plat approval point, staff had yet to 369 
review any building plan specifics beyond that proposed to ensure grading was 370 
sufficiently addressed, including elevations and floor plans to see how levels related to 371 
one another. 372 

Based on the traffic expectations addressed by staff in their report, Chair Boguszewski 373 
asked if staff was comfortable that current development plans would address current and 374 
future traffic on Lexington Avenue with only minor adjustments. Given the back-up 375 
already evident on Lexington Avenue, Chair Boguszewski opined that it was important to 376 
address and make sense of any additional traffic generated by this project. While 377 
recognizing the validity of staff’s comments that as an assisted living/memory care 378 
facility, traffic would be negligible from residents living on site, Chair Boguszewski noted 379 
that there would be traffic generated from staff and visitors and vendors accessing the 380 
site. Therefore, Chair Boguszewski noted such a development application would typically 381 
include a traffic study, while staff was indicating they found it not to be a challenge in this 382 
case; and suggested – if possible – the Commission may prefer to make it a condition of 383 
approval serving to satisfy the Commission and community that an additional level of 384 
vetting had been pursued. 385 

Mr. Bilotta had since obtained current traffic number data from his office; and advised 386 
that, whether or not a traffic study was deemed appropriate, the Commission could add it 387 
as a condition for approval. While an assisted living facility would generate less traffic, 388 
since it is a large facility located on a county roadway, Mr. Bilotta advised that as part of 389 
their approval, Ramsey County may require a traffic study as well. Therefore, Mr. Bilotta 390 
stated that he saw no problem adding that as a condition for approval of the Preliminary 391 
Plat. At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta confirmed that a traffic study would 392 
indicate the level of intensity at which the developer could build. 393 

Member Cunningham asked if there was a reason why access had to be on Lexington 394 
Avenue as opposed to Oxford Street, opining that an access point there seemed of less 395 
impact to her. 396 

Mr. Paschke reviewed the location of the propose main access, as well as drop-off and 397 
pick-up points for workers and/or guests of Oxford Street and Woodhill Drive, considered 398 
as the back parking lot due to grade and what seemed to work out most appropriately. 399 

From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski addressed internal traffic circulation 400 
for this HDR designated property and steps to adequately address and not degrade the 401 
quality of life for those single-family residential properties in the area. Chair Boguszewski 402 
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recognized that the project itself would need to meet design standards of current City 403 
Code, with the proposed front facing Lexington Avenue in accordance with that Code, 404 
thereby identifying access off Lexington Avenue versus off the back of the building site. 405 
However, if the applicant and City ultimately determine that a better way could be found 406 
to address traffic concerns, even against City Code, Chair Boguszewski clarified that this 407 
was something that would and could come before the Commission for a Variance to 408 
adjust that issue. 409 

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Bilotta further reviewed traffic volume calculations in 410 
this area, currently and with the addition of 116 units for assistant living housing; and 411 
compared this development with that of the Lexington Apartment complex immediately to 412 
the north with approximately 258 general occupancy units (e.g. multiple vehicles per 413 
unit). While not in any way attempting to defend or make insignificant concerns and 414 
potential issues with traffic, Mr. Bilotta did note that any time a vacant lot developed with 415 
a large building, it was intimidating and created some fear. 416 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the process for Preliminary 417 
Plat approval: with the public hearing before the Planning Commission, followed by City 418 
Council action on the Preliminary Plat based on the Commission’s recommendation; if 419 
approved, the applicant proceeds to the Final Plat (intended to be the finalized version of 420 
the Preliminary Plat) that would return to the City Council for their final review and action 421 
for approval or denial; and eventual recording of the Final Plat with Ramsey County for 422 
perpetuity. 423 

At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the property was currently 424 
zoned HDR; and since the actual development plan had yet to be reviewed or approved, 425 
the number of units and size of the area with or without Lot 2 was not yet done. 426 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta was charged with drafting appropriate 427 
language for an additional condition requiring a traffic study as part of the Commission’s 428 
recommendation to the City Council. 429 

Applicant/Developer Representative, Mark Nelson, United Properties 430 
Mr. Nelson addressed questions raised by commissioners from the developer’s 431 
perspective. Specific to Lot 2, Mr. Nelson suggested this not be a major concern at this 432 
time, as the developer negotiated on a broader front and based on the long-term vision 433 
for the access to Lexington Avenue for this parcel and location of the bike shop on the 434 
corner and potential access further to the south. In that overall context, as noted on the 435 
displayed preliminary plat and general site plan, Mr. Nelson advised that during 436 
discussions with Ramsey County Engineers, it had become apparent that access on Lot 437 
2 was their preferred location as alluded to by Mr. Bilotta; and equidistant between the 438 
two lots and as shown on these preliminary drawings. Technically, Mr. Nelson noted that 439 
the plan works without that access and could work on Lot 1; but it was the intent of the 440 
developer to accommodate the broader vision. 441 

In focusing on just this development and not the overall plan for this block, Mr. Nelson 442 
noted and displayed the current tree preservation plan, noting that some on Lexington 443 
Avenue and others on Woodhill Drive were not included for saving due to their species 444 
and whether considered significant under current city code language. Since this was 445 
moving into more detailed information than necessary or currently available at this time 446 
under a preliminary plat approval, Mr. Nelson advised that the developer was happy to 447 
reasonably accommodate city code as it relates to tree preservation. 448 

As to why the site plan was laid out as shown, Mr. Nelson advised that they ran into fill on 449 
the eastern portion of the site, directly in half on Woodhill Drive – apparently consisting of 450 
road debris which they had attempted to address through the site plan, as it would prove 451 
a herculean effort to completely remove it from those parcels. As previously mentioned 452 
by Mr. Paschke, Mr. Nelson noted that current city code design standards call for the 453 
front door of the development on Lexington Avenue, so the intent was to not make that 454 
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too far away, while still allowing for some parking off Lexington Avenue and an 455 
aesthetically pleasing streetscape. 456 

Regarding grading of the site and levels for entries, Mr. Nelson clarified those levels, 457 
each accessed differently; and reviewed locations for employee, visitor and other parking 458 
and signage to direct that internal traffic flow for the best functioning of the site. 459 

Regarding concerns about an overlap to the east, Mr. Nelson stated he did not feel there 460 
was an overlap, even though the updated survey called out Lot 2, with that city-owned 461 
parcel overlapping on the development; and advised that a similar situation occurred 462 
between their internal lots with a current small single-family home on the lot. Mr. Nelson 463 
advised that the original plat was very old and inaccurate legal descriptions had occurred 464 
with titles over time, but in reality there was no additional overlap on the east to his 465 
knowledge. 466 

Specific to density, Mr. Nelson noted that this property was currently zoned high-density 467 
residential (HDR), and given the size of the parcel could accommodate about 118-120 468 
units; with their development anticipating 115 units of assisted living/memory care; and 469 
providing for one guest suite for family, making a total of 116 total units in the proposed 470 
four-story building; with all parking at the first level. 471 

Mr. Nelson advised that even though HDR was the designated zoning for this type of 472 
density, with no access system surrounding the development according to current code 473 
requirements, the developer was willing to conduct a traffic study to address any 474 
concerns of the neighbors or city. 475 

In conclusion, Mr. Nelson stated that United Properties was a local developer, having 476 
worked in and around Roseville for a number of years, previously known for commercial 477 
developments, and then moving onto senior residential housing options, developing the 478 
first cooperative housing option in Roseville opened in 2004 at the former Ralph Reeder 479 
School site. Mr. Nelson noted this had served as a flagship development for their firm, 480 
and provided pictures of phases of the Langton Lake development and redevelopment of 481 
that area they’d achieved even during the recent recession, as well as additional housing 482 
options they’d constructed since then and over the last twelve years, and meeting a large 483 
need for various senior housing options and services in today’s marketplace. Mr. Nelson 484 
provided examples from other metropolitan communities as well and samples of their 485 
architectural variability. 486 

Chair Boguszewski noted that this proposed development was well within the scale and 487 
mass of current city code that was a potential expectation of this type of site. 488 

Mr. Nelson expressed United Properties’ interest in further development as negotiations 489 
continue for the adjacent properties (former Owasso School site); offering that their intent 490 
was to hold a joint open house for both sites and developments at that point. However, 491 
since this project was ready to go, Mr. Nelson advised that they had decided to move 492 
forward at this time for this part of the project. Mr. Nelson apologized to surrounding 493 
neighbors if this created any concern on their part in not giving them an opportunity 494 
through an open house to view the proposal and comment on it at that time, even though 495 
the size and zoning for this project did not require that such an open house be held. 496 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Nelson advised that an anticipated 35 FTE (full-497 
time equivalent employees) with a total of fifty employees, with shifts probably in the 498 
range of 25-30 employees per shift. Mr. Nelson further responded that he would 499 
anticipate peak hour traffic during those shift changes to be about 30-35 vehicles based 500 
on their other sites of similar size. 501 

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Nelson clarified the entrances to the site from 502 
Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive in accessing the first level of the buildings as 503 
grading changes on the lot. 504 
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Public Comment 505 

Mike Flanagan, 1016 Woodhill 506 
Mr. Flanagan reminded everyone that Woodhill Drive was still a county road, which 507 
should be considered in discussions regarding easements. 508 

Also, noting current stormwater pooling during heavy rains on the 1059 and 1051 509 
addressed parcels, Mr. Flanagan asked that developers use caution in moving and 510 
relocating stormwater management to take advantage of the lowest point on Woodhill 511 
Drive to move water as quickly as possible, which he’d frequently seen ready up to 4’ and 512 
stall vehicles. Mr. Flanagan also noted the existing stormwater pone at the bottom of 513 
County Road C and that connection with Lake Bennett; and asked that drainage from this 514 
new development, including oil and fuel from vehicles on site, be addressed to ensure an 515 
environmental collection point is available to handle those new materials and filter them 516 
before reaching the lake. 517 

While understanding this is a preliminary plat, Mr. Flanagan stated “we love our trees,” 518 
and noted a recent development (Josephine Heights) immediately north on Lexington 519 
Avenue where a majority of the mature trees had been removed to make room for the 520 
development, with 400 removed and not many replaced. Mr. Flanagan questioned 521 
whether, in reality, 360 trees could be fit back on this parcel after development; and 522 
suggested looking at facilitating some of those required replacement trees along Wood 523 
hill Drive as boulevard trees, since many of the existing trees along that roadway are 524 
mature and starting to die. Mr. Flanagan further noted perhaps the allotted tree 525 
replacement could be handled through new trees for residents in that area as well. 526 

While recognizing that United Properties may be able to replace trees on other lots, since 527 
this will add additional traffic to the area, Mr. Flanagan asked that it be made as attractive 528 
as possible, making it better than it is currently without losing more trees in this existing 529 
natural wildlife area and protecting the integrity of that park-like area. 530 

Regarding any park dedication fee, if it was going to be used elsewhere in the community 531 
instead of immediately adjacent to this site, Mr. Flanagan asked that it not be too far from 532 
the development area to keep the money in the neighborhood. 533 

Mr. Flanagan admitted he and other neighbors were concerned about additional traffic, 534 
especially with weekend traffic being heavier, and in light of the potential development at 535 
the other end of the block having even more impact; again asking that the traffic-related 536 
integrity of the neighborhood also be addressed. 537 

Based on the type of facility and limited resident vehicles for this use, Mr. Flanagan 538 
asked why the developer needed a garage and also asked how large that garage would 539 
be. 540 

Mr. Nelson 541 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Nelson responded that the garage floor would 542 
have approximately fifty parking stalls, and since this facility will offer a continuum of care 543 
and services, there may be a few residents that will initially retain their cars, perhaps 544 
involving up to half of the units. Mr. Nelson advised that depending on the season, some 545 
key staff people may also park their vehicles in the garage. However, Mr. Nelson clarified 546 
that the garage space would provide storage for the facility as well as for residents, 547 
including other building storage that may be required. Mr. Nelson advised that the garage 548 
would not involve the entire building footprint, and with four wings to the building, it would 549 
not involve the wing toward Lexington Avenue in an effort to preserve those existing 550 
trees. 551 

Regarding stormwater management, Mr. Nelson advised that the development proposed 552 
to relocate the sanitary sewer line, not the storm sewer line, since right now, for whatever 553 
reason, if followed a straight line south of Woodhill Drive running directly to their property. 554 
Mr. Nelson advised that the developer was proposing to relocate that sanitary sewer line 555 
to tie it from the south end around the building to the north end of Woodhill Drive. 556 
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As far as stormwater management was addressed, Mr. Nelson advised that they would 557 
continue to work with the city and watershed district, with the district already having 558 
provided conditional approval for their proposal. Mr. Nelson noted this involved a series 559 
of ponds similar to the preliminary plat application materials and staging water collection 560 
at various infiltration points before getting into the existing wetland area to the south. Mr. 561 
Nelson assured everyone that the developer’s intent was to directly address that 562 
sedimentation through plant cleaning the stormwater before it arrived at the wetland area. 563 

Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive 564 
As a resident in this location for fifty-two years and observing the many changes to the 565 
area, Ms. Berry noted her enjoyment during those years in viewing the natural area 566 
directly south of her property. Ms. Berry expressed appreciation that the access on 567 
Woodhill Drive would not be directly across from her property, but asked for further 568 
clarification on the access points. 569 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd clarified access points for the proposed 570 
development in relationship for Ms. Berry. 571 

Ms. Berry expressed concern with the current number of school bus stops and children 572 
along Woodhill Drive, even though it provided a wonderful neighborhood for aging in 573 
place, but asked that the developer and city be aware of and responsive to that safety 574 
concern. 575 

Ms. Berry expressed appreciation for the efforts to save trees, and while realizing 576 
redevelopment was inevitable, she noted the fill – road debris – on site and past 577 
experience with illegal dumping and her many phone calls and staff responses in 578 
regulating and enforcing those activities. 579 

While recognizing this development would result in a significant change to the 580 
neighborhood, she hoped the developer would provide an attractive site, with well-581 
controlled traffic, and that they remain cognizant of children and their safety in that 582 
neighborhood. 583 

Tongue in cheek, Ms. Berry suggested it would be ideal if the facility was built in time for 584 
her to simply move across the street when it came time for her to move from her single-585 
family home. 586 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke advised that typically a traffic study 587 
would use vehicle counters to study raw traffic data and how traffic was disbursing from 588 
the area during morning and evening peak hours. However, Mr. Paschke advised that he 589 
was not sure it would specifically address school bus traffic. 590 

Benna Sydow, 2750 N Oxford Street 591 
Mr. Sydow questioned the number of surface area parking spaces in the development. 592 

Mr. Nelson responded that approximately fifty were anticipated, similar to the number 593 
offered in the garage area; with 6-8 spaces on the Lexington Avenue side, and the 594 
remaining located on the Woodhill Drive/Oxford Street side. 595 

Mr. Sydow expressed his concern with garbage trucks and access to the site; as well as 596 
accommodating sidewalks for pedestrians in the area, especially given the number of 597 
children in the neighborhood and accessing Central park. Mr. Sydow opined that such an 598 
accommodation as part of this development would be greatly appreciated to get 599 
pedestrians off the street and improve safety. 600 

Mr. Sydow further opined that this type of project is encouraging for Roseville and the 601 
need for senior housing; and expressed his appreciation of the possibility of being able to 602 
simply move down the street when the time came to consider other housing options. 603 

Dwight Gange, 2723 Oxford Street 604 
Mr. Gange sought clarification as to the traffic study and whether it looked at foot traffic or 605 
just that of vehicles. 606 
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Chair Boguszewski responded that generally the traffic study calculated vehicle traffic 607 
and differences between current and projected increases. 608 

Mr. Gange asked if this facility included independent and assisted living units, opining 609 
that depending on how many were independent units it could also impact not only 610 
vehicular traffic but pedestrian traffic in the neighborhood. 611 

Mr. Nelson confirmed that both would be included, and the percentage breakdowns 612 
between the two types of units would vary, depending on the need. Mr. Nelson estimated 613 
initially independent units may represent about one-third or 40% of the available units 614 
based on their other facilities and projected needs in the community and area; but 615 
reiterated that this would ebb and flow as residents moved from one type of unit to 616 
another. Mr. Nelson suggested about 1/3 of the units not memory care with the remainder 617 
of approximately 30 units for memory care, or 35-50% of the remaining 85 units. 618 

With no one else appearing to speak, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 619 
8:21 p.m. 620 

Commission Discussion 621 
After public comment, Chair Boguszewski opined that he was even more convinced that 622 
a traffic study was needed. While the preliminary plat met all code requirements and it 623 
was recognized that the plan was not written in stone at this point of the development, 624 
Chair Boguszewski stated that there may be other options found and conditions to 625 
address site access, parking and other amendments that could still meet requirements of 626 
city code and serve the site and neighborhood more effectively. 627 

Mr. Lloyd acknowledged that comment; however, he clarified that a preliminary plat’s 628 
intent was at its core required to address boundaries and easements; with the proposal 629 
for actual development illustrated in the meeting materials only intended as a concept 630 
and to help understand engineering work done to-date. 631 

Chair Boguszewski noted conditions for approval of this preliminary plat already outlined 632 
in the staff report as defined by staff; and recognized the potential for additional 633 
conditions as well. 634 

Member Daire sought clarification on the trigger requiring a developer to hold an open 635 
house and how that related to this proposal and preliminary plat. 636 

Mr. Lloyd clarified that, since this development was under the subdivision threshold of 637 
four lots, with it currently being four lots creating two in replatting, the developer had not 638 
been required to hold an open house. 639 

Member Daire noted that this public hearing may represent the only and first opportunity, 640 
given the number of neighbors present in tonight’s audience, that the neighborhood had 641 
gotten details on the project. 642 

Mr. Lloyd acknowledged that this may be the case; but further noted that the process was 643 
typical for a public hearing on a preliminary plat with a development proposal going along 644 
with it on the same parallel course. As Mr. Nelson stated earlier in his comments, Mr. 645 
Lloyd noted that this was the first opportunity for the neighbors to hear the details, and 646 
had offered to hold a non-required informational meeting with neighbors to address this 647 
project along with the one proposed further east of this project as well. 648 

In his service on the City’s Task Force reviewing and revising zoning notification areas, 649 
Member Daire noted that he had become very sensitive to the need to involve neighbors 650 
early on in discussions. As a matter of courtesy, Member Daire suggested it may have 651 
been prudent for the developer to hold an open house prior to tonight’s public hearing. 652 

Mark Nelson 653 
Mr. Nelson reiterated the developer’s commitment to holding an open house, but 654 
admitted the timing had gotten off track, and their original intent had been to discuss both 655 
projects at the same time. However, due to unforeseen issues, Mr. Nelson noted the 656 
former Owasso School site project had been running behind. Mr. Nelson expressed 657 
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appreciation for the good feedback and good ideas heard during tonight’s public 658 
comment, and the public process in general to facilitate this dialogue. Mr. Nelson stated 659 
the developer’s commitment to hold an open house as the Owasso School project 660 
proceeds, and clarified that it was not nor had it ever been their intent to skirt any open 661 
house discussion with neighbors. Mr. Nelson assured neighbors and the commission that 662 
they would follow-up with an open house for both projects in the very near future. 663 

Chair Boguszewski recognized that the developer was operating under current city code 664 
and not being required to hold an open house, and reiterated that the developer was not 665 
attempting to evade holding an open house. 666 

Mr. Nelson noted that, for a considerable time during the planning process, the developer 667 
didn’t even think there would be a need to plat the property for this project, other than 668 
through the administrative approval process. However, once it became evident that the 669 
road right-of-way and 1.5 acre overlap on 50’ of Lot 2 needed to be cleaned up on the 670 
title, Mr. Nelson advised this initiated this more formal process to clarify those issues. 671 

To further clarify for the benefit of the public, Chair Boguszewski noted that both he and 672 
Member Daire served on the Task Force previously referenced by Member Daire; and 673 
further noted that the Task Force was supported by Mr. Paschke and Mr. Bilotta of staff; 674 
with the general intent to look at the current process and triggers requiring notification of 675 
projects with the eye toward improving and probably enlarging the number of property 676 
owners and residents included in notices beyond that of today. Chair Boguszewski 677 
advised that over the last several years, efforts to improve good civic engagement and 678 
address resident issues with an apparent lack of transparency in the past had come forth 679 
based on common courtesy, that the current process needed modification. However, 680 
since nothing had yet been finalized or any recommendations formally presented to the 681 
City Council for formal action, Chair Boguszewski opined that it would be unfair in the 682 
middle of those discussions, to require a developer to meet those higher standards 683 
before they were adopted. 684 

Chair Boguszewski noted that it was prudent that the Roseville public be aware that the 685 
City desired to continue improving the process. 686 

Mr. Paschke noted, in this unique instance, the developer was not required to plat the 687 
property and they could have simply subdivided the property without any project. Mr. 688 
Paschke clarified that when talking about extending the notification process for projects 689 
requiring a formal review and approval process versus the normal administrative process 690 
as guided and zoned, it was not the intent to notify for each and every project coming 691 
forward unless it met certain triggers or thresholds. 692 

Member Daire noted a recent parking lot resurfacing project occurring near a citizen’s 693 
home and their questioning of why they were not notified of that occurring. Member Daire 694 
noted his surprise with that statement, and reiterated that it had made him sensitive to 695 
people needing to know what was going on around them. Member Daire clarified that he 696 
did not intend to suggest this developer was attempting in any way to avoid examination 697 
of their project. 698 

While recognizing no fault with the developer, and specific to the work of the Task Force, 699 
Member Cunningham asked that her colleagues bring this particular example to the Task 700 
Force as evidence of the need to modify current practices and processes. Member 701 
Cunningham noted the need for the developer to be aware of and respond to questions 702 
and concerns of residents before a public hearing at the Planning Commission level. 703 
Member Cunningham expressed appreciation to residents accepting that this property 704 
would be developed and no longer be a vacant lot. However, Member Cunningham 705 
expressed confidence in the developer and their efforts in performing their due diligence 706 
in meeting current requirements; and offered her support of the project moving forward. 707 

Member Stellmach noted that, since this property was zoned HDR, a much denser 708 
project could have been possible. Member Stellmach stated this represented a good 709 
project for the overall neighborhood, and offered his support for the proposal. 710 
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Member Gitzen stated the neighbors had brought forward good comments, and thanked 711 
Mr. Nelson for immediately responding to those concerns and comments; and offered his 712 
support of the project. 713 

Member Bull expressed appreciation for the good information received and organization 714 
of the presentation and public comments; and offered his support of the project. 715 

Finding himself generally supportive of the idea, Member Daire offered his support of the 716 
project as well. 717 

Chair Boguszewski agreed with comments of his colleagues, and as noted by Member 718 
Stellmach something much worse than this proposal on this HDR-zoned parcel could 719 
occur. Chair Boguszewski noted that this addressed the needs for additional senior 720 
housing in the community, and – while not a determining factor – it further met the long-721 
range goals of the community. As long as additional safeguards are added to the 722 
conditions as previously discussed, Chair Boguszewski stated he was comfortable in 723 
supporting the proposal. 724 

Regarding resident comments regarding tree replacement, Chair Boguszewski noted that 725 
while suggestions for planting trees along the Woodhill Drive boulevard or on private 726 
property may be a future possibility, under current code, the developer was required to 727 
replace them on site depending on caliper calculations. Chair Boguszewski noted that 728 
again the City Council was in the process of commission a task force or committee to 729 
look at the current tree preservation process, rules and regulations; and one of the many 730 
ideas talked about going forward was the option for replacing trees off-site. However, 731 
Chair Boguszewski noted that, as written today, the City’s tree preservation ordinance 732 
unfortunately did not allow for that option, but a future concept of a tree canopy for the 733 
overall good of Roseville, and ability to satisfy that replanting elsewhere in the community 734 
may be a recommendation. 735 

On that note, Mr. Paschke advised that the September Planning Commission agenda 736 
tentatively scheduled a presentation of the current tree preservation ordinance and initial 737 
draft for an update, which may shed light on some of those very issues. 738 

Member Daire noted the creative input provided by neighbors tonight in replacing aging 739 
or dying trees on private property using the tree preservation requirements, even though 740 
admitting he didn’t know the legal or other ramifications for such an option. Member Daire 741 
noted the other comment suggesting separating pedestrian and vehicular traffic along a 742 
high volume road such as Lexington Avenue or Woodhill Drive had some validity. 743 
Member Daire questioned if Woodhill was still a county road or had been turned back to 744 
the city. Member Daire opined that separating pedestrian and vehicular traffic as volumes 745 
rise in general throughout the city was a good idea deserving of future consideration. 746 

MOTION 747 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to recommend to 748 
the City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT dated August 3, 749 
2015 for Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington, generally comprising the property at 750 
2668 – 2688 Lexington Avenue; based on the comments, findings, and conditions 751 
contained the project report dated August 5, 2015; amended as follows: 752 

• Revise Condition C as presented in the staff report to state that “The applicant 753 
shall pay park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500 per unit.” 754 

• New Condition: “The applicant shall complete a traffic study for this project. 755 
The traffic study will be reviewed by and any required mitigation efforts 756 
approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.” 757 

• New Condition: “The applicant is hereby made aware that any future variance 758 
requests will be evaluated on their individual merits; and this conditioned 759 
preliminary plat approval does not nor will have any impact on that variance 760 
process, if needed, in the future.” 761 
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Ayes: 6 762 
Nays: 0 763 
Abstentions: 1 (Murphy) 764 
Motion carried. 765 

This case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their August 24, 766 
2015 meeting. 767 

6. Adjourn 768 
Chair Boguszewski adjourned at approximately 8:40 p.m. 769 
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Item Description: Request for approval of a preliminary plat and amendment of Planned 
Unit Development Agreement 3608 (PF15-019) 

PF15-019_RPCA_Plat_090215 
Page 1 of 7 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 
Applicant: Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) 

Location: 1700 County Road B2 and 1705 Highway 36 

Property Owner: Compass Retail, Inc. and J. C. Penney Property, Inc 496 

Open House Meeting: None required (plat yields fewer than 4 lots) 

Application Submission: Received on August 7, 2015; considered complete on August 13, 2015 

City Action Deadline: October 6, 2015, for PUD Amendment and December 4, 2015, for 
preliminary plat 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
Land Use Context 
 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site Retail and parking lot RB RB 

North Retail – Rosedale Commons and Crossroads of Roseville RB RB 

West Retail – Rosedale Marketplace and Fairdale Shoppes RB RB 

East Snelling Avenue, DOT Water’s Edge, and Cedarholm GC O/PR O/BP, PR 

South HWY 36, Rosewood Village, Sienna Green, Rosedale Towers, 
and retail HR/O HDR-1, 

O/BP 

Natural Characteristics:  The site is fully developed with a regional mall, parking 1 
lots/structures, some trees and landscaping, and has varying elevation.  2 

History:  In January 2000, the City amended the Shopping Center District to include more 3 
detailed site development standards: specifically, it regulated 24-hour uses within 300 feet of 4 
residentially zoned property.  In addition, the amendment established a Planned Unit 5 
Development the included each existing site zoned Shopping Center District.  6 

In 2004, the Shopping Center zone requirements were amended by ordinance #1304. This 7 
amendment redefined the floor area ratio of occupiable building to land area as 1.0. (1 square 8 
foot of building to 1 square foot of land area). It also provided for a height of 3 stories above the 9 
main entry level.  10 

Planning File 3608: (2005) Planned Unit Development approval for the lifestyle wing that 11 
replaced the former Mervyn’s of California anchor. 12 

PROJ0004 - Comprehensive Plan: In 2009, the City adopted a new Comprehensive Plan, 13 
which identified the Rosedale retail area as Regional Business.  14 
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PROJ0017 – Zoning Code Rewrite:  In 2010, the City of Roseville 15 
rezoned the City and adopted a new Zoning Code.  Rosedale was zoned 16 
to Regional Business District and the PUD, as a development tool, was 17 
eliminated from the Code; however, amendments of existing PUD’s 18 
approvals/agreements remained. 19 

LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING 20 

Action taken on a plat request is quasi-judicial and action on a planned 
unit development is legislative; the City’s role is to determine the facts 
associated with the request, and weigh those facts against the legal 
standards contained in State Statute and City Code. 

PROPOSAL 21 

Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) proposes to create a new lot, consolidate their existing 3 lots, and 22 
modify the size of the J.C. Penney lot, all in order to facilitate a 141,000 sq. ft. retail addition, a 23 
450-stall parking deck, and up to 5 - 7,000 to 8,000 sq. ft. commercial building pad sites.  Since 24 
the proposal affects the former Planned Unit Development #3608, its legal description and 25 
components of the agreement are required to be amended.  It is worth noting here that in 26 
December 2010, the City eliminated the PUD as a development tool within the Zoning Code.  27 
However, improvements such as those contemplated by JLL do trigger an amendment, which is 28 
covered under the current fee structure approved by the City Council.  Regarding the possible 29 
tenants in the addition and out-parcels, it is our understanding that the tenant mix is confidential. 30 

When exercising the so-called “quasi-judicial” authority on a plat request, the role of the City is 31 
to determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply those facts to the legal 32 
standards contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the 33 
application meets the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety, 34 
and general welfare, then the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, 35 
able to add conditions to a plat approval to ensure that the likely impacts to parks, schools, roads, 36 
storm sewers, and other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately 37 
addressed. Proposals may also be modified to promote the public health, safety, and general 38 
welfare, and to provide for the orderly, economic, and safe development of land, and to promote 39 
housing affordability for all levels. 40 

PRELIMINARY PLAT ANALYSIS 41 

The proposed preliminary plat seeks to create Lot 1, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth Addition, which 42 
modifies the size of the J.C. Penney lot so that there is a no net loss of land area.  The proposal 43 
also creates Lot 2, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth Addition, which will serve as the lot on which the 44 
new retail building will be constructed.  The proposal also creates Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth 45 
Addition, which is the combination of the remaining JLL lots into a new single property.  46 

Plat proposals are reviewed primarily for the purpose of ensuring that all proposed lots meet the 47 
minimum size requirements of the zoning code, that adequate streets and other public 48 
infrastructure are in place or identified and constructed, and that storm water is addressed to 49 
prevent problems either on nearby property or within the storm water system. As a PRELIMINARY 50 
PLAT of a regional business-zoned property, neither the zoning nor subdivision codes establish 51 
minimum requirements for area or width of lots, but the proposal is subject to the easement 52 
standards and park dedication of the subdivision code, established in Chapter 1103 (Design 53 
Standards) of the City Code.   54 
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The proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT documentation is included with this report as Attachment C. 55 

Roseville’s Public Works Department staff has been working with the applicant to address the 56 
typical public needs related to overall site grading and attending to storm water management 57 
requirements.  Regarding easements, no additional utility and drainage easements will be 58 
necessary on Lot 1 and 3, and the Public Works staff will not be requiring easements on the new 59 
Lot 2, given the uniqueness of the development.   60 

City Code specifies that an approved tree preservation plan is a necessary prerequisite for 61 
approval of a preliminary plat, however, the proposed new lot area of Rosedale Mall does not 62 
include any trees.  Therefore, the Planning Division is waiving this requirement for the platting 63 
process.  A tree preservation plan will be required as a component of the parking deck permit 64 
application coming forward for review and approval in the future.  65 

Given some recent building code issues on other developments, Roseville’s building official 66 
recommended that the project architect review the proposed lot and building placement with 67 
regard to Section 503, Area Limitations, and 705.8, Allowable Area or Openings, of the 2015 68 
Minnesota State Building Code to make sure the lot is appropriately sized and the design of 69 
structure meets all applicable requirements.  Should it be determined that additional lot area is 70 
necessary, the lot could potentially increase from its current preliminary size. 71 

As of the printing of this report there has not been a determination reached regarding park 72 
dedication.  It is assumed that a payment in lieu of land dedication will be required.  73 

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on August 13 and 20, 2015, to discuss 74 
this application. All of the feedback from members of the DRC is incorporated into the above 75 
comments pertaining to the zoning and subdivision codes and engineering requirements. 76 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) AMENDMENT ANALYSIS 77 

PUD #3608 was approved by the City Council in 2005 to allow a 132,679 sq. ft. 2-story easterly 78 
expansion of the Mall.  The expansion was added to the east end of the former Mervyn’s store 79 
and included 63,679 sq. ft. of shops and restaurants as well as a 69,000 sq. ft., 14-screen theater. 80 
 The project also included the remodeling of the former Mervyn’s structure into additional shops, 81 
revised on-site parking, and revamped the main drive lane (ingress/egress) from County Road 82 
B2. 83 

The 2015 amendment proposal includes the construction of a 450-space parking deck that 84 
crosses property lines, a new 141,000 sq. ft. retail building, up to 5 commercial pads for future 85 
7,000 to 8,000 sq. ft. commercial buildings, associated parking lot revisions/enhancements, and 86 
revised storm water management for the project. 87 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION ANALYSIS  88 
The Plaza, the common name of the 2005 lifestyle center development, consisted of three 89 
specific lots owned by JLL, described below:   90 

Lot 4, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition 91 
(Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 375111) 92 

Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, except that part of overlying Lots 6 and 93 
Lot 7, Block 5, Leinen Heights Number 2 94 

(Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 375111) 95 
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That part of Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, that overlies Lot 6 and Lot 96 
7, Block 5, Leinen Heights Number 2 97 

(Abstract Property) 98 

Since the above three lots or the remaining portions thereof are being combined into a single lot 99 
for the 2015 amendment, a new lot is being created for the retail addition, and the J.C. Penney lot 100 
is being modified to have no net loss of land area.  The PUD Agreement’s legal description must 101 
then change to the following:  102 

Lot 1, 2, and 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fifth Addition 103 

PUD AGREEMENT ANALYSIS 104 
As stated previously, PUD #3608 covered the 2005 Plaza addition as well as associated site and 105 
building improvements and enhancements.  The proposal being sought through this amendment 106 
calls for the construction of a new 450-space parking deck that crosses property lines, 107 
construction of a new 141,000 sq. ft. retail building, the addition of up to 5 commercial pads for 108 
7,000 to 8,000 sq. ft. commercial buildings, and associate parking lot, storm water, and site 109 
improvements.   110 

PUD Agreement #3608 includes a number of items that specify what, where, and how 111 
development is to occur.  These specific sections will be revised in order to support the proposed 112 
2015 changes being sought by JLL.  Below is a brief review of the sections and the changes 113 
necessary to support the proposed project: 114 

Use – Permitted:  This section identifies what uses are allowed on each lot and what may or 115 
may not be allowed in the future.  In the case of the Plaza, it was identified as a Shopping Center 116 
District, which no longer exists in our Zoning Code.  This section will be revised to address a 117 
broader allowance and identify the existing Regional Business District; it will also specifically 118 
note any subsequent changes in zoning for the site.  The section also identified the project 119 
specifications through exhibits (development plans) that assisted in identifying the perimeters for 120 
development.  121 

The Regional Business District will be noted as will the proposed project of 141,000 sq. ft. retail 122 
addition, 450-vehicle parking deck, up to 5 additional outlot developments, and associated site 123 
enhancements/improvements.  Reuse of additional developments will also be addressed in this 124 
section.  125 

Building Setbacks:  This area describes the details of building setbacks for each development.  126 
It is anticipated that all lots will allow flexible setbacks between 0 and 10 feet. 127 

Off-Street Parking Lot Setbacks:  This section describes the parking lot limitations, which 128 
staff will craft according to the proposed plans.   129 

Building Height and Design – Proposed Development:  This section will describe the 130 
proposed 141,000 sq. ft. retail addition, the parking deck, and future outlot developments, which 131 
will need to meet certain aspects of the Design Standards section of 1005.02.  These include 132 
vertical and horizontal façade articulation, window and door openings, four-sided design, 133 
maximum building length, and rooftop mechanical equipment  As for building height, the 134 
Regional Business District limits height to 65 feet, however it is anticipated that the addition will 135 
be more in keeping with a 3-story addition, similar to the existing theater and anchor tenants.      136 
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Building Materials:  The Planning Division will be seeking to establish a pallet of materials for 137 
the main building addition and parking deck  that are consistent with regional mall development 138 
and most likely will allow the outlot development to meet Section 1005.01.F Materials, to afford 139 
a broader selection that is consistent with out-parcel developments. 140 

Parking Requirements:  The existing PUD addressed parking in the following manner:  Upon 141 
completion of the proposed redevelopment of the former Mervyn’s Department Store into a “life style 142 
center” addition and a 2550 seat theater, Rosedale Mall will contain 1,071,702 sq. ft. of gross area of 143 
which 896,150 sq. ft. is net leasable retail area requiring (per City Code) 4,480 spaces and the 2500 seat 144 
theater adds a required 833 spaces (per City Code) for a total on-site parking requirement (including the 145 
“amendment area”) of 5,314 parking spaces.  As of this date the entire shopping center has 5,759 on-site 146 
parking spaces. 147 

Tenant Gross sq. ft. Non-retail sq. ft. Net Retail sq. ft. Required Parking 
     

Marshall Fields 259,453 20,254 239,199 1,196 
Herberger’s 138,721 32,700 106,021 530 
J.C. Penny’s 155,916 36,456 119,460 598 
Proposed Retail 2005  123,708 18,556 (15%) 105,152 525 
Interior Mall 393,904 67,586 (15%) 326,318 1,630 
     

Rosedale Mall Total: 1,071,702 sq. ft. 175,552 sq. ft. 896,150 sq. ft. 4,481 
     
Theater  
(1space /3 seats) 

2500 seats   833 

     

Total Parking 
Required (NET) 

    
5,314 

     

Gross Lease Area 1,151,063 sq. ft.   5,755 
Parking Provided 

(GROSS) 
   5,759 

Bonus or Surplus    445 

In 2010, the City created new parking and loading requirements with the addition of Section 148 
1019, Parking and Loading Areas, into the Zoning Code.  These new requirements generally 149 
reduced the number of on-site parking stalls for most uses.  The City Planner has estimated the 150 
required parking based on the current Code in the table below.  This is only an estimate, as the 151 
City Planner still needs to confirm all sit-down restaurant square footages to be removed from 152 
the Plaza and Mall interior totals and then added back into the table as sit-down restaurants per 153 
the different requirements of Table 1019.01.  Staff anticipates the Rosedale will continue to have 154 
an overall surplus number of parking spaces when the requirements are finalized.  The table 155 
below includes a parking requirement range for out-parcels, since it is unknown whether they 156 
will be retail, restaurant, or office.  The total required parking includes the higher parking 157 
requirement.  158 
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   159 

The next area of the PUD is a section discussing the overall development conditions.  Here, staff 160 
will revise and renumber the sub-sections to better address current Code requirements and 161 
aspects of the proposed development that require heightened attention.   The areas of focus in the 162 
current PUD include Mitigation of Impact of Adjacent Uses, Storage, Site Constriction and 163 
Fencing, Landscaping and Landscape Guarantee, Trash Handling, Service and Delivery, Off-164 
Street Parking, Signage, Lighting, Anticipated Development Schedule, and Transit.  Since the 165 
Zoning Code was amended in 2010, some of these items have changed both in regulation, as 166 
well as title, and the Planning Division will assess whether other items need to be incorporated 167 
into the amended PUD as it moves forward.   168 

Another component of this proposal deals with traffic generation.  JLL had their consultant 169 
complete a traffic study that has been provided to the City Engineer for review.  Generally, the 170 
proposed addition and out lots are generating few new trips to the mall, however, the volumes 171 
generated do impact some of the existing intersections at the mall and surrounding area.   The 172 
City Engineer has been in contact with Ramsey County and MnDOT regarding the proposed 173 
improvements and the traffic management plan for the area.  Based on the proposal, there may be 174 
some required traffic mitigation that will be the responsibility of JLL. 175 

Similarly, the City Engineer has been discussing storm water management with the applicant’s 176 
consultant, since the proposal calls for the existing system to be replaced in a new location.  The 177 
site improvements will be required to meet current watershed and City requirements for storm 178 
water management, and the City has had initial discussions with JLL on providing additional 179 
storm water management, which additional cost would be the responsibility of the City. 180 

PUBLIC COMMENT 181 
At the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any 182 
communications from members of the public about the proposal. 183 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 184 

1. By motion, recommend approval of the proposed preliminary plat of Lots 1, 2, and 3, 185 
Block 1, Rosedale Fifth Addition at 1700 County Road B2 and 1705 Highway 36, based on 186 
the comments and findings of this report, and subject to the following conditions: 187 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm 188 
water management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards 189 
prior to the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 190 

Tenant Gross Floor Area (gfa) Required Parking 
   

Macy’s 259,453 798 
J.C. Penney 155,916 480 
Herberger’s 138,721 427 
The Plaza 123,708 381 
Interior mall 393,904 1,212 
2015 Proposal 141,000 434 
Proposed out parcel 
Developments (5) 35,000-40,000 150-500 

AMC Theater 2,500 seats 625 
   

Total Required Parking  4,857 

Parking Currently Provided  5,759 
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b. Storm water improvements will be signed off by the City Engineer prior to the issuance 191 
of a building permit for the leasable space.  The City may work with the developer and 192 
the watershed district to provide additional storm water management that benefits a 193 
broader area of the City. 194 

c. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 195 
from the watershed district; 196 

d. The City Engineer, Ramsey County, and MnDOT shall all approve the traffic 197 
management plan and improvements prior to the final plat. There may be some required 198 
traffic mitigation costs to be paid by the developer, associated with these improvements.  199 

2. By motion, recommend approval of the proposed amendment to Planned Unit 200 
Development #3608 including:  201 

a. Change in legal description from  Lot 4, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition 202 
(Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 375111) Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center 203 
Fourth Addition, except that part of overlying Lots 6 and Lot 7, Block 5, Leinen Heights 204 
Number 2 (Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 375111) That part of Lot 3, Block 205 
1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, that overlies Lot 6 and Lot 7, Block 5, Leinen 206 
Heights Number 2 (Abstract Property) to Lots 1, 2, and 3, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth 207 
Addition. 208 

b. The City shall determine the required on-site parking for Rosedale and incorporate these 209 
requirements into the amended PUD Agreement. 210 

c. All applicable sections of the current PUD Agreement shall be modified to account for 211 
the 2010 zoning requirements.  212 

d. The City Engineer, Ramsey County, and MnDOT shall all approve the traffic 213 
management plan and improvements prior to the issuance of a building permit for the 214 
leasable space.  There may be some required traffic mitigation costs to be paid by the 215 
developer, associated with these improvements.  216 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 217 

Pass a motion to table the item for future action. Tabling beyond October 6, 2015, for PUD 218 
Amendment and December 4, 2015, for preliminary plat may require extensions of the action 219 
deadline established in State Statutes (120 days for preliminary plat and 60 days for the PUD 220 
amendment).  221 

By motion, recommend denial of the proposal. A recommendation to deny should be 222 
supported by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s review of the 223 
application, applicable City Code regulations, and the public record. 224 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke 651-792-7074 | thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com 
Attachments: A: Area map 

B: Aerial photo 
C: Preliminary plat 

D: Proposed Development Plans 
E: PUD Agreement #3608 
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PRELIMINARY PLAT DATA TABLE

ROSEDALE MALL EXPANSION

TOTAL SITE AREA 3,188,527 SF (73.19 AC)

ROSEDALE CENTER FIFTH ADDITION

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 566,109 SF (13.00 AC)

LOT 2, BLOCK 1 91,433 SF (2.10 AC)

LOT 3, BLOCK 1 1,289,549 SF (29.60 AC)

ROSEDALE CENTER FOURTH ADDITION

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 464,351 SF (10.66 AC)

LOT 4, BLOCK 1 116,780 SF (2.68 AC)

ROSEDALE CENTER THIRD ADDITION

OUTLOT B 9,851 SF (0.22 AC)

OUTLOT C 6,926 SF (0.16 AC)

TRACT A 544,097 SF (12.49 AC)

TRACT B 99,422 SF (2.28 AC)

ZONING SUMMARY

PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION REGIONAL BUSINESS

EXISTING ZONING PUD/REGIONAL BUSINESS

PROPOSED ZONING
PLANNED UNIT

DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

DATE OF SURVEY JULY 31, 2015

OWNERS
PPF RTL ROSEDALE SHOPPING CENTER, LLC

100 S 5TH STREET, #1075
MINNEAPOLIS, MN  55402

J.C. PENNEY PROPERTIES, INC.
6501 LEGACY DRIVE

PLANO, TX  75024

CIVIL ENGINEER
ANDREW T. BERG

KIMLEY-HORN & ASSOCIATES, INC.
2550 UNIVERSITY AVENUE W, SUITE 238N

ST. PAUL, MN 55114
(651) 645-4197

SURVEYOR
SUNDE LAND SURVEYING

9001 E BLOOMINGTON FREEWAY, SUITE 118
BLOOMINGTON, MN  55420-3435

(952) 881-2455
FAX (952) 888-9526

HIGHWAY 36

COUNTY ROAD B W

EXISTING LEGAL DESCRIPTION
(Per Certificate of Title No. 551501)

Lot 4, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, Ramsey County, Minnesota.
Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, Ramsey County, Minnesota except that part overlying Lots 6 and 7 Block 5, Leinen Heights No. 2.
AND
(Per Limited Warranty Deed No. 3847758)

That part of Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, Ramsey County, Minnesota that overlies Lots 6 and 7, Block 5, Leinen Heights No. 2.
AND
(Per Certificate of Title No. 534334)

Parcel 1: Tract B, Registered Land Survey No. 495.

Outlot B, Rosedale Center Third Addition.

Parcel 2: Lot 2, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, except that part lying within the West 558 feet of the North 329 feet of the South half of
the Southwest quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 9, Township 29, Range 23.
AND
(Per Limited Warranty Deed No. 3633252)
That part of Lot 2, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, lying within the West 558 feet of the North 329 feet of the South half of the Southwest
quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 9, Township 29, Range 23.

(ALL THE ABOVE DESCRIBED IS OWNED BY PPF RTL ROSEDALE SHOPPING CENTER, LLC)
(Per Certificate of Title No. 268780)

Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Third Addition, except that part lying within the West 558 feet of the North 329 feet of the South half of the
Southwest quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 9, Township 29, Range 23.
Outlot C, Rosedale Center Third Addition.

(Per General Warranty Deed No. 1931871)

Lot 3, Block 1, and Outlot C, Rosedale Center Third Addition, according to the recorded plat thereof on file or of record in the office of the Registrar
of Titles.

(ALL THE ABOVE DESCRIBED IS OWNED BY J.C. PENNEY PROPERTIES, INC.)

(Per Certificate of Title No. 558695)

Lot 1, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition.

(THE ABOVE DESCRIBED IS OWNED BY BONSTORES REALTY TWO, LLC.)

(Per Certificate of Title No. 543066)

Tract A, Registered Land Survey No. 495.

(THE ABOVE DESCRIBED IS OWNED BY MAY DEPARTMENT STORES COMPANY)

SITE

VICINITY MAP
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PROPOSED PLAT BOUNDARY

PROPOSED LOT LINE

EXISTING PROPERTY LINE

EXISTING LOT LINE

EXISTING EASEMENT LINE

EXISTING SECTION LINE

EXISTING STORM SEWER

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER

EXISTING WATERMAIN

EXISTING MAJOR CONTOUR

EXISTING MINOR CONTOUR

EXISTING BUILDING LINE
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PRELIMINARY PLAT DATA TABLE

ROSEDALE MALL EXPANSION

TOTAL SITE AREA 3,188,527 SF (73.19 AC)

ROSEDALE CENTER FIFTH ADDITION

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 566,109 SF (13.00 AC)

LOT 2, BLOCK 1 91,433 SF (2.10 AC)

LOT 3, BLOCK 1 1,289,549 SF (29.60 AC)

ROSEDALE CENTER FOURTH ADDITION

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 464,351 SF (10.66 AC)

LOT 4, BLOCK 1 116,780 SF (2.68 AC)

ROSEDALE CENTER THIRD ADDITION

OUTLOT B 9,851 SF (0.22 AC)

OUTLOT C 6,926 SF (0.16 AC)

TRACT A 544,097 SF (12.49 AC)

TRACT B 99,422 SF (2.28 AC)

ZONING SUMMARY

PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION REGIONAL BUSINESS

EXISTING ZONING PUD/REGIONAL BUSINESS

PROPOSED ZONING
PLANNED UNIT

DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

DATE OF SURVEY JULY 31, 2015

HIGHWAY 36

COUNTY ROAD B W

SITE

VICINITY MAP
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PROPOSED 2-STORY RETAIL
141,000 SF
2.10 ACRES
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PROPOSED CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER

MALL PROPERTY LINE

PARKING DECK OUTLINE (ABOVE)

PROPOSED SIDEWALK

LEGEND

PROPOSED UNDERGROUND
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AREA

EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER

2-STORY RETAIL PROPERTY LINE

LOT LINES

BUILDING DEMOLITION
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SITE PLAN NOTES

1. ALL WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL CITY/COUNTY REGULATIONS
AND CODES AND O.S.H.A. STANDARDS.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL REFER TO THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR EXACT
LOCATIONS AND DIMENSIONS OF VESTIBULES, SLOPE PAVING, SIDEWALKS, EXIT
PORCHES, TRUCK DOCKS, PRECISE BUILDING DIMENSIONS AND EXACT BUILDING
UTILITY ENTRANCE LOCATIONS.

3. ALL DISTURBED AREAS ARE TO RECEIVE FOUR INCHES OF TOPSOIL, SEED, MULCH
AND WATER UNTIL A HEALTHY STAND OF GRASS IS ESTABLISHED.

4. ALL INNER CURBED RADII ARE TO BE 3' AND OUTER CURBED RADII ARE TO BE 10'
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. STRIPED RADII ARE TO BE 5'.

5. ALL DIMENSIONS AND RADII ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED.

6. EXISTING STRUCTURES WITHIN CONSTRUCTION LIMITS ARE TO BE ABANDONED,
REMOVED OR RELOCATED AS NECESSARY. ALL COST SHALL BE INCLUDED IN BASE
BID.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL RELOCATIONS, (UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS) INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, ALL UTILITIES,
STORM DRAINAGE, SIGNS, TRAFFIC SIGNALS & POLES, ETC. AS REQUIRED.  ALL
WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNING AUTHORITIES REQUIREMENTS
AND PROJECT SITE WORK SPECIFICATIONS AND SHALL BE APPROVED BY SUCH. ALL
COST SHALL BE INCLUDED IN BASE BID.

8. SITE BOUNDARY, TOPOGRAPHY, UTILITY AND ROAD INFORMATION TAKEN FROM A
SURVEY BY SUNDE LAND SURVEYING.

9. TOTAL LAND AREA IS 72.19 ACRES AND THE PROPOSED RETAIL SITE IS 2.10 ACRES.

BUILDING DATA SUMMARY

AREAS

PROPOSED RETAIL 141,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 1 7,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 2 8,000 SF

BUILDING DEMOLITION 8,668 SF

EXISTING BUILDING AREA (TOTAL MALL) 1,148,854 SF GLA

PROPOSED BUILDING AREA (TOTAL MALL) 1,296,186 SF GLA

PARKING

PROPOSED PARKING STALLS (GROUND) 651 STALLS

PROPOSED PARKING STALLS (DECK) 448 STALLS

EXISTING PARKING STALLS (TOTAL MALL) 5,675 STALLS (4.94 RATIO)

PROPOSED STALLS (TOTAL MALL) 5,756 STALLS (4.44 RATIO)

PROPERTY SUMMARY

ROSEDALE MALL EXPANSION

TOTAL SITE AREA 72.19 ACRES

TOTAL PROPOSED RETAIL PROPERTY 2.10 ACRES

TOTAL DISTURBED AREA 469,785 SF (10.8 AC)

EXISTING IMPERVIOUS AREA 410,836 SF (9.4 AC)

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA 432,918 SF (10.0 AC)

EXISTING PERVIOUS AREA 58,949 SF (1.4 AC)

PROPOSED PERVIOUS AREA 36,867 SF (0.8 AC)

ZONING SUMMARY

EXISTING ZONING PUD / REGIONAL BUSINESS

PROPOSED ZONING PUD - PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT

KEY PLAN

HIGHWAY 36
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PROPOSED 2-STORY RETAIL
141,000 SF
2.10 ACRES

FFE = 949.00'

DECK RAMP

EXISTIN
G

 JC
PEN

N
EY

EXIS
TI

NG D
SW

EXISTING

TRUCK DOCK

A

A

A

A

A

TYP.
B

TYP.
B

TYP.
B

TYP.
B

TYP.
B

C

C

C

C

TYP.
D

9' (T
YP) 18

' (
TY

P) 24'

24
'

16
' (

TY
P)

9' (TYP)

18' (TYP)

16' (TYP)

24.0'

24.0'

TYP.
D

TYP.
D

H

H

H

H

TYP

TYP

TYP

TYP

E

E

PROPOSED 2ND
LEVEL ENTRY
TO JCPENNEY

PROPOSED CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER

MALL PROPERTY LINE

PARKING DECK OUTLINE (ABOVE)
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AREA

EXISTING CURB AND GUTTER

2-STORY RETAIL PROPERTY LINE

LOT LINES
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SITE PLAN NOTES

1. ALL WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL CITY/COUNTY REGULATIONS
AND CODES AND O.S.H.A. STANDARDS.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL REFER TO THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR EXACT
LOCATIONS AND DIMENSIONS OF VESTIBULES, SLOPE PAVING, SIDEWALKS, EXIT
PORCHES, TRUCK DOCKS, PRECISE BUILDING DIMENSIONS AND EXACT BUILDING
UTILITY ENTRANCE LOCATIONS.

3. ALL DISTURBED AREAS ARE TO RECEIVE FOUR INCHES OF TOPSOIL, SEED, MULCH
AND WATER UNTIL A HEALTHY STAND OF GRASS IS ESTABLISHED.

4. ALL INNER CURBED RADII ARE TO BE 3' AND OUTER CURBED RADII ARE TO BE 10'
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED. STRIPED RADII ARE TO BE 5'.

5. ALL DIMENSIONS AND RADII ARE TO THE FACE OF CURB UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED.

6. EXISTING STRUCTURES WITHIN CONSTRUCTION LIMITS ARE TO BE ABANDONED,
REMOVED OR RELOCATED AS NECESSARY. ALL COST SHALL BE INCLUDED IN BASE
BID.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL RELOCATIONS, (UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS) INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, ALL UTILITIES,
STORM DRAINAGE, SIGNS, TRAFFIC SIGNALS & POLES, ETC. AS REQUIRED.  ALL
WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNING AUTHORITIES REQUIREMENTS
AND PROJECT SITE WORK SPECIFICATIONS AND SHALL BE APPROVED BY SUCH. ALL
COST SHALL BE INCLUDED IN BASE BID.

8. SITE BOUNDARY, TOPOGRAPHY, UTILITY AND ROAD INFORMATION TAKEN FROM A
SURVEY BY SUNDE LAND SURVEYING.

9. TOTAL LAND AREA IS 72.19 ACRES AND THE PROPOSED RETAIL SITE IS 2.10 ACRES.

PROPERTY SUMMARY

ROSEDALE MALL EXPANSION

TOTAL SITE AREA 72.19 ACRES

TOTAL PROPOSED RETAIL PROPERTY 2.10 ACRES

TOTAL DISTURBED AREA 469,785 SF (10.8 AC)

EXISTING IMPERVIOUS AREA 410,836 SF (9.4 AC)

PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS AREA 432,918 SF (10.0 AC)

EXISTING PERVIOUS AREA 58,949 SF (1.4 AC)

PROPOSED PERVIOUS AREA 36,867 SF (0.8 AC)

ZONING SUMMARY

EXISTING ZONING PUD / REGIONAL BUSINESS

PROPOSED ZONING PUD - PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT

BUILDING DATA SUMMARY

AREAS

PROPOSED RETAIL 141,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 1 7,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 2 8,000 SF

BUILDING DEMOLITION 8,668 SF

EXISTING BUILDING AREA (TOTAL MALL) 1,148,854 SF GLA

PROPOSED BUILDING AREA (TOTAL MALL) 1,296,186 SF GLA

PARKING

PROPOSED PARKING STALLS (GROUND) 651 STALLS

PROPOSED PARKING STALLS (DECK) 448 STALLS

EXISTING PARKING STALLS (TOTAL MALL) 5,675 STALLS (4.94 RATIO)

PROPOSED STALLS (TOTAL MALL) 5,756 STALLS (4.44 RATIO)

KEY PLAN

HIGHWAY 36
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PROPOSED 2-STORY RETAIL
141,000 SF
2.10 ACRES
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141,000 SF (2 LEVELS)

AMC THEATERS
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PARKING DECK OUTLINE (ABOVE)

PROPOSED SIDEWALK
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PROPOSED UNDERGROUND
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AREA
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2-STORY RETAIL PROPERTY LINE
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BUILDING DEMOLITION
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BUILDING DATA SUMMARY

AREAS

PROPOSED RETAIL STORE AREA 141,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 1 (PBA) 7,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 2 (PBA) 8,000 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 3 (PBA) 10,500 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 4 (PBA) 7,500 SF

PROPOSED COMMERCIAL PAD 5 (PBA) 5,000 SF

BUILDING DEMOLITION 8,668 SF

EXISTING BUILDING AREA (TOTAL MALL) 1,148,854 SF GLA

PROPOSED BUILDING AREA (TOTAL MALL) 1,319,186 SF GLA

PARKING

PROPOSED PARKING STALLS (GROUND) 683 STALLS

PROPOSED PARKING STALLS (DECK) 427 STALLS

EXISTING PARKING STALLS (TOTAL MALL) 5,675 STALLS (4.94 RATIO)

PROPOSED STALLS (TOTAL MALL) 5,561 STALLS (4.22 RATIO)

PROPERTY SUMMARY

PROPOSED RETAIL STORE

TOTAL SITE AREA 72.19 ACRES

TOTAL PROPOSED RETAIL STORE PROPERTY 2.10 ACRES

ZONING SUMMARY

EXISTING ZONING PUD / REGIONAL BUSINESS

PROPOSED ZONING PUD - PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT
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 Agenda Date: 9/2/2015 
REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION Agenda Item: 5b 

Division Approval Agenda Section 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Item Description: Request for approval of a preliminary plat at 2201 Acorn Road (PF15-010) 

PF15-010_RPCA_090215 
Page 1 of 5 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Applicant: Arthur Mueller 

Property Owner: Arthur Mueller 

Open House Meeting: held on July 10, 2015 

Application Submission: received and considered complete on July 27, 2015 

City Action Deadline: September 25, 2015, City Code §1102.01E 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

North One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

West One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

East One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

South One-family residential, detached LR LDR-1 

Natural Characteristics: The site includes many trees and existing drainage issues on nearby 1 
parcels. 2 

Planning File History: PF3766: (2006) denial of 4-lot PUD with a private street based on 3 
concerns over parking, emergency access, and other complications 4 
related to 26-foot street width, loss of trees and open space, drainage, 5 
and compatibility with neighborhood 6 

PF3791: (2007) approval of 4-lot preliminary plat with a 26-foot 7 
public street 8 

PF07-039: (2007) approval of the final plat, with a 28-foot public 9 
street—final plat was not filed because legal delays led to financing 10 
difficulties 11 

(2014) denial of 4-lot preliminary plat with a 26-foot wide 12 
private street based on concerns over drainage, loss of trees, and 13 
inadequate parking available on the proposed street and Acorn Road 14 
due to substandard widths 15 



PF15-010_RPCA_090215 
Page 2 of 5 

LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING 

Action taken on a plat request is quasi-judicial; the 
City’s role is to determine the facts associated with the 
request, and weigh those facts against the legal standards 
contained in State Statute and City Code. 

PROPOSAL 16 

Mr. Mueller proposes to demolish the existing home and 17 
plat the property into four lots for development of one-18 
family, detached homes served by a private street. The 19 
proposed preliminary plat documentation is included 20 
with this report as Attachment C.  21 

When exercising the so-called “quasi-judicial” authority on a plat request, the role of the City is 22 
to determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply those facts to the legal 23 
standards contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the 24 
application meets the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety 25 
and general welfare, then the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, 26 
able to add conditions to a plat approval to ensure that the likely impacts to parks, schools, roads, 27 
storm sewers, and other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately 28 
addressed. Subdivisions may also be modified to promote the public health, safety, and general 29 
welfare, and to provide for the orderly, economic, and safe development of land, and to promote 30 
housing affordability for all levels. 31 

An applicant seeking approval of a plat of this size is required to hold an open house meeting to 32 
inform the surrounding property owners and other interested individuals of the proposal, to 33 
answer questions, and to solicit feedback. The open house for this application was held on July 34 
10, 2015; the list of attendees and a short summary of their comments is included with this 35 
RPCA as Attachment D. 36 

PRELIMINARY PLAT ANALYSIS 37 

As a preliminary plat of a residential subdivision, the proposal is subject to the minimum lot 38 
sizes and roadway design standards of the subdivision code, established in Chapter 1103 (Design 39 
Standards) of the City Code. The applicable standards are reviewed below. 40 

City Code §1103.02 (Streets): Since the proposed street is to be a private street, requirements 41 
for public rights-of-way do not apply. And while the Subdivision Code allows for private streets 42 
at the discretion of the City Council, design of the must conform to Minimum Roadway 43 
Standards unless an alternative design is specifically approved. The Planning Commission could 44 
provide a recommendation to the City Council on this issue. 45 

§1103.021 (Minimum Roadway Standards): The proposed street is shown as 32 feet in width, 46 
which conforms to the standard width requirement and allows for parking on both sides of the 47 
street, although it is not represented as having a curb. The proposed street is 195 feet in length at 48 
its longest; since the street is less than 200 feet in length, it is not required to include a cul-de-49 
sac, although not having a turn-around will make delivery services and trash/recycling service 50 
more difficult or require the homeowners to bring their bins to Acorn Road. 51 
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City Code §1103.04 (Easements): Drainage and utility easements 12 feet in width, centered on 52 
side and rear property lines, are required where necessary. The proposed plat meets and exceeds 53 
this requirement. 54 

City Code §1103.06 (Lot Standards): All lots for single-family detached dwellings must be at 55 
least 85 feet wide, 110 feet deep, and comprise at least 11,000 square feet in area, except that 56 
corner lots must be a minimum of 100 feet in width and depth and have at least 12,500 square 57 
feet in area. All of the proposed lots exceed these requirements even if the easement surrounding 58 
the proposed street is excluded from the parcels as though the easement area was equivalent to 59 
dedicating right-of-way. 60 

Roseville’s Public Works Department staff have been working with the applicant to address the 61 
requirements related to grading and drainage, street design, and the private utilities that will be 62 
necessary to serve the new lots. Even if these plans are not discussed in detail at the public 63 
hearing, actions by the Planning Commission and the City Council typically include conditions 64 
that such plans must ultimately meet the approval of Public Works staff. 65 

City Code specifies that an approved tree preservation plan is a necessary prerequisite for 66 
approval of a preliminary plat. Preliminary review of the plan indicates the expected removal of 67 
266 caliper inches of significant trees more than the code allows without replacement, and 64 68 
caliper inches of heritage trees more than the code allows without replacement; this would 69 
require planting approximately 87 replacement trees. Mark Rehder, the certified arborist 70 
consulting with the Community Development Department will continue to review the plan for 71 
continued accuracy as development plans are finalized, monitor tree removal and protection 72 
efforts during construction, and verify proper planting of replacement trees after construction. 73 

At its meeting of June 4, 2013 Roseville’s Parks and Recreation Commission reviewed the 74 
proposed preliminary plat against the park dedication requirements of §1103.07 of the City Code 75 
and recommended a dedication of cash in lieu of land. Since the existing, undeveloped parcel 76 
comprises one residential unit, the proposed four-lot plat would create three new building sites. 77 
The 2015 Fee Schedule establishes a park dedication amount of $3,500 per residential unit; for 78 
the three, newly-created residential lots the total park dedication would be $10,500, to be 79 
collected prior to recording an approved plat at Ramsey County. 80 

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on several occasions to discuss this 81 
application. Beyond the above comments pertaining to the zoning and subdivision codes 82 
representatives of the Public Works Department had the following comments. 83 

a. There are several small basins shown to address the required storm water treatment and 84 
retention requirements. The overflow of these devices for the most part appears to flow to the 85 
rear of the development and ultimately drain to the existing catch basin located between this 86 
parcel and Marion Street to the west. While overland flow is an acceptable method of 87 
conveyance for storm water, the existing undulating ground in this area currently slows water 88 
conveyance and causes some pooling of water during heavy events. This will continue to be 89 
the case after development, although the proposed basins should provide some rate control 90 
for most rain events. 91 

b. The proposed basins and private road will require a Homeowners Association to be 92 
established for the purpose of funding the maintenance of these assets. It should be noted that 93 
while the proposed basins and site grading meet the requirements of the City and should meet 94 
the requirements of the watershed (watershed review and approval are pending), this is an 95 
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aggressive proposal and will present some long term maintenance that the new homeowners 96 
should be aware of. 97 

c. At this time, the Engineering department was not presented with any information for the 98 
alignment or design of water and/or sanitary sewer infrastructure to serve the proposed 99 
homes. A private sanitary sewer main and water main will be required that will then serve the 100 
individual private services to each proposed home, and maintenance of these facilities will be 101 
the responsibility of the Homeowners Association. Review and approval of this infrastructure 102 
will occur through the building permit review process. 103 

PUBLIC COMMENT 104 

Planning Division staff has received one email, which is included with this RPCA as part of 105 
Attachment D, and one phone call from a nearby homeowner who was curious about the 106 
application and who expressed support for proposal if it meets the applicable standards (e.g., 107 
storm water management, lot size, tree preservation, etc.) despite its perceived impacts on less 108 
tangible things (e.g., neighborhood character). 109 

CONCEPT REVIEW 110 

On October 20, 2014, Mr. Mueller brought a sketch of his subdivision proposal to the City 111 
Council for guidance as to what changes to the previous proposals would give Councilmembers 112 
the confidence that a subsequent plat application would meet City requirements and not 113 
compromise the health, safety, general welfare, convenience, and good order of the community. 114 
The proposed sketch plan and the minutes of this discussion are included with this RPCA as 115 
Attachment E, and a brief list of the Council’s direction follows. 116 

• Lot lines must be perpendicular to street to conform to code: 117 
the current plat proposal achieves this. 118 

• Consider routing storm water to the City storm sewer system with less overland flow: 119 
storm water is infiltrated into several basins distributed around the property rather than 120 
flowing over land to one large basin. 121 

• Consider a 32-foot wide street to allow parking on both sides rather than parking pads: 122 
the current proposal accomplishes this. 123 

• Minimize impervious surface while still accommodating adequate parking: 124 
The drainage plan adequately accounts for two garage stalls and four driveway stalls per 125 
lot in addition to a 32-foot wide street that would allow six cars parked along the south 126 
side and seven more parked along the north side, for a total of 37 parking spaces (i.e., 127 
9.25 parking spaces per lot). 128 

• Be aware that storm water management needs may limit the number of lots: 129 
the proposed storm water plan meets applicable standards for the 4-lot plat. 130 

• Majority of Councilmembers favor a private street: 131 
the proposal includes a private street 132 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 133 

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed preliminary plat of the property at 2201 134 
Acorn Road, based on the comments and findings of this report, and subject to the following 135 
conditions: 136 

a. The Public Works Department shall approve easements, grading and drainage, storm 137 
water management, and utility requirements as necessary to meet the applicable standards 138 
prior to the approval of the final plat or issuance of permits for site improvements; 139 

b. Permits for site improvements shall not be issued without evidence of an approved permit 140 
from the watershed district; and 141 

c. Final plat approval shall not be issued without approval of a tree preservation plan, 142 
accounting for any changes to grading, utility, or storm water plans not yet anticipated, by 143 
the Community Development Department. 144 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 145 

Pass a motion to table the item for future action. Tabling beyond September 25, 2015 may 146 
require extension of the 60-day action deadline established in City Code §1102.01E 147 

By motion, recommend denial of the request. A recommendation to deny should be supported 148 
by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s review of the application, 149 
applicable City Code regulations, and the public record. 150 

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com 

Attachments: A: Area map 
B: Aerial photo 

C: Preliminary plat information 
D: Open house summary and public 

comment 
E: Concept review materials 
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From: Thomas Paschke
To: Bryan Lloyd
Subject: Fwd: Open House 7/10/15 2201 Acorn Road
Date: Friday, July 10, 2015 9:29:14 AM

FYI

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Irv Cross 
Date: July 9, 2015 at 1:34:42 PM EST
To: thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com
Subject: Open House 7/10/15 2201 Acorn Road

Mr. Paschke:  I am writing to express my concerns about the residential
development at 2201 Acorn Road.  My wife and I have lived at 2196
Marion Road for the last 16 years on a property of .83 acres.  My
property line abuts with the Acorn property. Here are my concerns:

1.  Drainage ; Water run off from Acorn flows through
our property causing flooding

2.  Less than 1/2 acre properties on a street with mostly 2 acre lots..

3.  Added traffic to County B, which has only one way in and out..

4.  Loss of trees, noise and dirt from construction.. . .

We ask you to not approve this proposal. 

Irv and Liz Cross 

RPCA Attachment D
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

 DATE: 9/2/2015 
 ITEM NO: 5d 

Department Approval Agenda Section 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Item Description: Request by for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage as an interim use at 
2720 Fairview Avenue (PF15-016) 
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APPLICATION INFORMATION  
Applicant: Roseville Properties 
Location: 2720 Fairview Avenue 
Property Owner: Pinecone-Fairview, LLC and 2720 Fairview DCE, LLC 
Open House: June 30, 2015 
Application Submission: Received August 7, 2015; considered complete August 10, 2015 
City Action Deadline: October 7, 2015 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
Land Use Context 
 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site Former H & W Motor Express and Central Transport CMU CMU 

North Auto Service and Mixed Retail CMU CMU 

West Office – McGough CMU CMU 

East Transit and Trucking  CMU CMU 

South Retail and Warehousing – Fireside Corner and The Tile Shop CMU CMU 

Natural Characteristics:  The site is mainly a parking lot with a cross-dock freight terminal.  It has 
little landscaping and gently slopes from northeast to southwest.  The eastern edge of the property is 
County Ditch No. 4, which drains to Oasis Pond.  

History:  The site and broader area lies within the Twin Lakes 
Redevelopment Area created in 1982. 

 

Action taken on an interim use proposal is legislative in nature; 
the City has broad discretion in making land use decisions based 
on advancing the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
community. 
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REQUEST 
Roseville Properties has applied for an Interim Use (IU) to utilize the former motor freight terminal 
for storing semi-trailers.  The proposal seeks to store and stage trailers (some are currently full of 
clothing, furniture, and other items) throughout the site, maximizing the parking field with trailers.  
The proposal does not propose any site improvements or maintenance. The applicant has indicated 
they’re actively trying to redevelop this site and do not intend to use it for trailer storage for a long 
period of time.  A detailed narrative of the proposed use is included with this report as Attachment 
C. 

An applicant seeking approval for an INTERIM USE is required to hold an open house meeting to 
inform the surrounding property owners and other interested individuals of the proposal, to answer 
questions, and to solicit feedback. The open house for this application was held on June 30, 2015; 
the brief summary of the open house meeting provided by the applicant is included with this staff 
report as Attachment D. 

BACKGROUND 
The subject property is located in City Planning District 10, has a Comprehensive Plan designation 
of Community Mixed-Use (CMU), and has a zoning classification of Community Mixed-Use 
(CMU) District.  It should be noted that, as a component of the Twin Lakes Re-envisioning process, 
the property’s land use designation and zoning classification is under review and may be changed to 
CMU-3 District.     

The site was initially the home of H & W Motor Express, and most recently Central Transport, both 
motor freight terminal uses.  Aerial photography from 1974, 1985, 1991, 2003, 2006, 2008, 2009, 
and 2011 (Attachment E) provides a historical review of the previous motor freight terminal and its 
cross-dock activity with limited trailer storage.  Google Maps ground-level photos from 2011 and 
2013 show the site was used for employee parking, limited motor freight terminal activity, and 
storage for a few trailers. The trucking uses ceased operation for more than a year, thereby ending 
the legal nonconformity status. 

In winter 2015, the Community Development Department was contacted by Big Blue Box about 
using the site for storage of semi-trailers and containers.  The Department’s reply was that such a 
use, outdoor storage of trailers and containers, was not permitted.  In May 2015, the Planning 
Division discussed with Roseville Properties that the outdoor storage of trailers and containers was 
prohibited.  These discussions were in response to increased activity on the premises and an 
inspection of the site that showed more than 75 trailers stored throughout.  Enforcement of these 
violations has been put on hold pending the City Council action on the IU.  If the IU is not approved, 
the applicant will be required to immediately remove the stored trailers.      

REVIEW OF INTERIM USE APPLICATION 
To arrive at its recommendation, Planning staff considers the relevant code section, input gathered at 
the open house, and comments from DRC members.  In this case the Code Section is 1009.03: 

The purpose statement for this section indicates that: Certain land uses might not be consistent with 
the land uses designated in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and they might also fail to meet all 
of the zoning standards established for the district within which they are proposed; some such land 
uses may, however, be acceptable or even beneficial if reviewed and provisionally approved for a 
limited period of time. The purpose of the interim use review process is to allow the approval of 
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interim uses on a case-by-case basis; approved interim uses shall have a definite end date and may 
be subject to specific conditions considered reasonable and/or necessary for the protection of the 
public health, safety, and general welfare. 

Section 1009.03D of the City Code specifies that three specific findings must be made in order to 
approve a proposed INTERIM USE (IU): 

a. The proposed use will not impose additional costs on the public if it is necessary for the public to 
take the property in the future. This is generally intended to ensure that a particular interim use 
will not make the site costly to clean up if the City were to acquire the property for some purpose 
in the future.  In this case, the Planning Division understands that many of the semi-trailers are 
currently loaded with clothes, furniture, and other non-combustible items that are the property of 
Goodwill Industries.  These trailers would pose limited environmental risk to the City if it were 
to acquire the site; therefore the Planning Division staff believes that the IU would not have 
significant negative effects on the land.   That said, there is a financial burden tied to the removal 
of nearly 100 semi-trailers, should the City be required to remove them.  If the applicant began 
to store trailers that contained other types of cargo, there could be additional environmental 
risks.  

b. The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, and other public 
facilities. Storage and staging of semi-trailers is viewed by the Planning Division to be a similar 
use to that which was historically conducted on the premises.  As such, the Division believes that 
the proposed IU would not constitute an excessive burden on streets, parks, or other facilities, 
especially given the former use as a motor freight terminal.  As it is currently operating, few 
trailers come and go on a daily basis – most sit unmoved for long periods of time.  However, the 
Planning Commission could set a limitation on weekly or daily trips to minimize future traffic 
impact. 

c. The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood or otherwise harm the 
public health, safety, and general welfare. There were no concerns raised at the June 30, 2015, 
open house regarding the IU for this property.  The Planning Division staff believes that, in the 
short term, the proposed trailer storage would not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood, 
especially since the proposed use would generate limited noise, does not deal with chemicals, 
and would have limited vehicle movements on Fairview Avenue.  Similarly, the Division has 
concluded that the short-term storage of trailers (3 years or less) would not harm the public 
health, safety, or general welfare of the area.   

The proposal does have two issues that could potentially harm public health: 1) If the trailers 
were to contain items that had the potential to leak hazardous materials that could become an 
environmental concern; 2) the Fire Marshal has indicated that the current trailer storage 
configuration is a fire hazard and would be very difficult for the fire department to extinguish if 
a fire were to occur in the interior.  The Fire Marshal has indicated that in order to reduce the fire 
danger, the IU should include the requirement of a trailer parking plan that provides for stacking 
of no more than 2 trailers back-to-back, minimum separation between trailers of 5 feet, and fire 
access lanes.  It is also important that the trailers remain locked and secured so that they do not 
become a magnet for crime.  
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Although the IU will not likely impose costs, create an excessive burden, or be injurious to the 
neighborhood, the Planning Division does have concerns with the subject proposal as it is currently 
operating.  Specifically, Twin Lakes has spent decades shedding its image as a center for trucking 
and is beginning to transition to retail, office, and hotel uses.  In addition, in 2016, the City will be 
extending Twin Lakes Parkway to Fairview Avenue, bringing a higher level of aesthetics to the 
Fairview area.  Allowing mass storage of semi-trailers could be viewed as taking a step backwards 
towards the previous trucking character.  Historically the use of the cross-dock motor freight 
terminal on this site was low intensity when compared to other motor freight terminals and uses in 
the area.  Aerial photography from 1974 to 2011 indicates trailers at the cross dock and some trucks 
and trailers parked or stored on the premises.  Trucks parked or stored were usually in the north lot 
adjacent the middle Fairview access on the two concrete strips north of the building.  The few 
vehicles that appear in the front yard seem to be employee vehicles, not semi-trucks or trailers.   

The property currently contains more than 100 semi-trailers (Attachment F) parked/stored 
throughout the premises.  This includes approximately 26 trailers in the front yard (the imaginary 
line extending the width of the lot at the front of the building), 70 parked four deep in the northern 
lot (includes front yard trailers), 20 at the rear of property and adjacent to the back of the building, 
and approximately 20 trailers parked along the south of the property.  While storage of semi-trailers 
is not generally a problem, storage of trailers in the front yard has a visual impact on Fairview and 
the surrounding properties.  Such storage also blocks site access and when parked four-deep, 
eliminates proper vehicle circulation and is considered a fire hazard.    

Based on staff discussion and inspection and analysis of the current operation on the premises to 
ensure that the property does not become an outdoor storage facility, the Planning Division 
recommends that a storage/staging plan, addressing the following items, must be submitted to the 
City for review and approval: 

 No trailers will be allowed in the front yard or the first 70 feet of the lot from Fairview Avenue.   

 No trailers will be allowed to be parked behind the building.  This area must be free of trailers to 
allow for clear vehicle circulation around the building, especially in case of emergency.   

 Access to the site shall use the south and middle Fairview access points, and these drive lanes 
shall be amply sized.   

 Trailers parked/stored in the south lot area shall be parked either next to the building or south of 
the building and must be set back 10 feet from the property line with a minimum of 30 feet 
between trailer and building for a clear drive lane to  the rear and around the building.   

 Trailers can be parked back-to-back, but must have a minimum 5-foot separation between 
trailers. 

 All trailers shall be on a paved surface and set back a minimum of 10 feet from the north, east, 
and south property line. 

 Fire lanes shall be provided throughout the site so that emergency apparatus can access the 
property in case of fire or accident.  These access lanes (final width and number) shall be 
approved the Fire Marshall.       
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Additionally, the building and site are showing signs of disrepair and will require maintenance 
and/or improvement, including grass cutting, weed removal, and or shrub care throughout the site.  
Also, all dock doors need repair as do the trailer coverings along the south docks. 

Furthermore, the Planning Division supports the removal of the building and the proper repair and 
restoration of the site to support additional trailer storage.  Should this occur, the Planning Division 
would require a new plan indicating site access and vehicle maneuverability, as well as a new trailer 
storage plan.      

PUBLIC COMMENT 
As of the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any comments or 
questions from the public.  The open house, held on June 30, 2015, and attended by two residents 
and two Planning Commissioners, did not produce any questions, concern, or issues regarding the 
proposed use.      

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Based on the comments and findings of this report, the Planning Division recommends approval of 
the proposed INTERIM USE, subject to the following: 

1. A trailer storage and staging plan shall be submitted to the City that addresses the following 
conditions:  

a. No parking of trailers in the first 70 feet of the lot.  

b. No parking of trailers behind the building.   

c. The south and middle access from/to Fairview Avenue and the interior lot drive lanes shall 
be free of obstructions and be a minimum of 30 feet wide.   

d. Trailers parked/stored in the south lot area shall be parked either next to the building or south 
of the building and must be set back a minimum of 10 feet from the property line with a 
minimum of 30 feet between trailer and building for a clear drive lane to the rear and around 
the building.   

e. Trailers parked in the north parking lot can be parked back-to-back. 

f. All trailers must have a minimum 5-foot separation between each trailer. 

g. All trailers shall be on a paved surface and set back a minimum of 10 feet from the north, 
east, and south property line. 

h. Fire lanes shall be provided a minimum of 30 feet in width and approved (final width and 
number) by the Fire Marshal to provide adequate access in case of a fire.       

i. There shall be no outdoor storage of anything except trailers. 

j. Shipping containers, cabs, or other storage is not permitted. 

k. No hazardous or dangerous materials shall be stored in the trailers.  No materials that are 
likely to attract vermin or other pests shall be stored in the trailers. 

l. All trailers shall be locked and secured. 
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2. Grass, weeds, and shrubs shall be cut or removed from the lot, especially those in the front of the 
building. 

3. If it is to remain, the former cross-dock facility shall be brought up to current property 
maintenance standards including, but not limited to the following: 

a. All garage doors (west and north) shall be repaired. 

b. All cross-dock trailer covers shall be repaired or removed. 

4. This approval shall expire at 11:59 p.m. on September 30, 2018, at which time all trailers at 2720 
Fairview Avenue must be removed.  

5. Prior to the building being razed, the property owner must submit a site access, vehicle 
maneuverability, and trailer storage plan to the Planning Division for approval.  This plan must 
also include the restoration of the building area and any subsequent disturbance with an 
approved surface such as asphalt. 

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
By motion, recommend approval of the INTERIM USE allowing outdoor storage of semi-truck 
trailers at 2720 Fairview Avenue, based on the comments and findings and the recommendation of 
this staff report. 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke 651-792-7074 | Thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com 
Attachments: A: Area map 

B: Aerial photo 
C: Written narrative 

D: Open house summary 
E: Historical aerial photos 
F: Site photos 
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

 DATE: 9/2/2015 
 ITEM NO: 5e 

Department Approval Agenda Section 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Item Description: Request by for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage as an interim use at 
2211 and 2217 County Road C2 (PF15-017) 
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APPLICATION INFORMATION  
Applicant: Roseville Properties 
Location: 2211 and 2217 County Road C2 
Property Owner: 1926 Grand Avenue, LLC 
Open House: June 30, 2015 
Application Submission: Received August 7, 2015; considered complete August 10, 2015 
City Action Deadline: October 7, 2015 

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
Land Use Context 
 Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning 

Site Trailer/container storage, semi-truck rental, leasing, and sales, and 
concrete construction company. I I 

North Landscape, fencing, and contractor yards – Action Fence and Carlson 
LaVine I I 

West Transfer and warehouse storage – Berger Transfer I I 

East Truck and construction equipment sales  – Nuss Trucking and Equipment I I 

South Truck servicing – Universal Truck Service  I I 

Natural Characteristics:  The 2211 property is developed with multiple 
connected buildings, parking along Partridge and County C2, and mostly 
gravel along the west side of building. The property appears to be at its 
highest point at the intersection of C2 and Partridge then slopes west and 
south.  The 2217 property includes a single building with pavement and 
gravel, and slopes south and slightly west.  The vacant parcel on the west 
side of the property is all gravel and slopes slightly south.  None of the 
properties lie within a wetland or shoreland management zone.    

History:  PF3111 – Boater’s Outlet IU for weekend owner to buyer lot on 
the western parcel. 

Action taken on an interim use proposal is legislative in nature; the City has broad discretion in 
making land use decisions based on advancing the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
community. 
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REQUEST 
Roseville Properties has applied for an Interim Use (IU) to utilize the former motor freight terminal 
for storing semi-trailers.  The proposal seeks to store and stage trailers throughout the site, 
maximizing the parking fields with trailers.  The proposal does not propose any site or building 
improvements or maintenance. It is anticipated that there would not be any on-site employment or 
office space associated with this IU request.  A detailed narrative of proposed use is included with 
this report as Attachment C. 

An applicant seeking approval an INTERIM USE is required to hold an open house meeting to inform 
the surrounding property owners and other interested individuals of the proposal, to answer 
questions, and to solicit feedback. The open house for this application was held on June 30, 2015; 
the brief summary of the open house meeting provided by the applicant is included with this staff 
report as Attachment D. 

BACKGROUND 
The subject property is located in City Planning District 11, has a Comprehensive Plan designation 
of Industrial (I), and has a zoning classification of Industrial (I) District.  Planning District 11 is the 
area bound by the city boundary of New Brighton to the north, Interstate 35W to the east and south, 
the city boundaries of Minneapolis and St. Anthony to the west, and County Road 88 to the 
northwest.  The majority of the district retains an industrial land use designation to sustain existing 
uses and to provide an area for similar uses to locate. It is recognized, however, that some existing 
industrial property is under-utilized. Non-industrial land uses may be considered if compatible with 
overall plans for this district. 

In 1959, the Village of Roseville adopted the first Official Zoning Map and Zoning Code, which 
established specific use requirements and created the Light Industrial (I-1) District; the Code also 
established outdoor storage required a special use permit.  In the 1980s the special use permit 
became known as a conditional use permit, and in 2013 the definition of outdoor storage changed 
some uses to permitted and others to conditional.  As of today, storage of motor freight trailers or 
containers is not a permitted or conditional use in any district in the City.  It would be allowed only 
accessory to an approved conditional use for a motor freight terminal.   

The site was originally developed in 1954, with building additions in subsequent years. The historic 
use of the site has been trucking related (including truck service/wash bays and fuel sales); storage 
of trailers does not appear to be a use originally established on the west parcel.  The west parcel, 
near the railroad tracks and under the high-wire power lines, was mostly underutilized until the early 
2000s when Boaters Outlet stored boats throughout the property and had its business in the 2211 
County Road C2 building.  After Boaters relocated to 1705 County Road C, the site has seen its 
share of prohibited storage uses as is evidenced by the aerial photos from 2006, 2008, 2009, and 
2011 (Attachment E).  The storage of semi-trailers on this site is not a grandfathered use.         

Over the years, the Community Development Department has been enforcing issues on the premises, 
including the types of uses that occupy the building and site, the condition of buildings (specifically 
the former truck wash structures), and storage of various prohibited items.  In April 2015, the City 
Planner notified the property owner of a number of zoning infractions on the premises, including the 
contractor yard, outdoor storage of various goods and materials, and trailer storage (Attachment F).  
The enforcement of these violations has been put on hold pending the City Council action on the IU. 
 If the IU is not approved, the applicant will have to immediately remove the trailers stored on the 
premises.   
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REVIEW OF INTERIM USE APPLICATION 
To arrive at its recommendation, Planning staff considers the relevant code section, input gathered at 
the open house, and comments from DRC members.  In this case the Code Section is 1009.03: 

The purpose statement for this section indicates that: Certain land uses might not be consistent with 
the land uses designated in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan, and they might also fail to meet all 
of the zoning standards established for the district within which they are proposed; some such land 
uses may, however, be acceptable or even beneficial if reviewed and provisionally approved for a 
limited period of time. The purpose of the interim use review process is to allow the approval of 
interim uses on a case-by-case basis; approved interim uses shall have a definite end date and may 
be subject to specific conditions considered reasonable and/or necessary for the protection of the 
public health, safety, and general welfare. 

Section 1009.03D of the City Code specifies that three specific findings must be made in order to 
approve a proposed INTERIM USE (IU): 

a. The proposed use will not impose additional costs on the public if it is necessary for the public to 
take the property in the future. This is generally intended to ensure that a particular interim use 
will not make the site costly to clean up if the City were to acquire the property for some purpose 
in the future.  In this case, the Planning Division understands that many of the semi-trailers are 
currently loaded with clothes, furniture, and other items, which are the property of Goodwill 
Industries.  These trailers pose limited environmental risk to the City if it were to acquire the 
site, so Planning Division staff believes that the IU would not have significant negative effects 
on the land.   That said, there is a financial burden tied to the removal of approximately 75 semi-
trailers, should the City be required to remove them.  If the applicant began to store trailers that 
contained other cargo, there could be additional environmental risks.  

b. The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, and other public 
facilities. Storage and staging of semi-trailers is viewed by the Planning Division to generate 
limited impacts to the area, especially on the roadways.  This area includes warehousing, 
distribution, and motor freight transfer which is generally industrial.  These uses (similar to that 
proposed) tend not to generate traffic impacts in this area since the trailers sit unmoved for much 
of the time.  As such, the Division believes that the proposed IU would not constitute an 
excessive burden on streets, parks, or other facilities, especially given the location. 

c. The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood or otherwise harm the 
public health, safety, and general welfare. There were no concerns raised at the June 30, 2015, 
open house regarding the IU for this property.  The Planning Division staff believes that in the 
short-term, proposed trailer storage would not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood, 
especially since the site would generate limited noise, does not deal with chemicals, and would 
have limited vehicle movements on County Road C2 and Long Lake Road.  The proposal does 
have two issues that could potentially harm public health: 1) if the trailers were to contain items 
that had the potential to leak hazardous materials that could become an environmental concern; 
2) the Fire Marshal has indicated that the current trailer storage configuration is a fire hazard and 
would be very difficult for the fire department to extinguish if a fire were to occur in the interior. 
 The Fire Marshal has indicated that in order to reduce the fire danger, the IU should include the 
requirement of a trailer parking plan that provides for stacking of no more than 2 trailers back-to-
back, minimum separation between trailers of 5 feet, and fire access lanes.  It is also important 
that the trailers remain locked and secured so that they do not become a magnet for crime.  
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The Planning Division does have some concerns with the existing uses on the site and subject 
proposal.  In an inspection completed in April 2015, the City Planner noted a number of outdoor 
storage violations on the site.  Items such as loose materials, equipment, and vehicles were not 
stored properly.  Especially concerning was/is the large pile of gravel. Not as concerning, but still 
needing attention, is the semi-truck leasing and sales business.  As proposed, some of the trailers, 
construction equipment, semi-trucks, and vehicles are to be stored on areas that are not currently 
paved.  The Zoning Ordinance requires that all areas used for parking be paved in accordance with 
Section 1019.11.F.  The Planning staff supports the temporary parking of trailers and the activities of 
SRC on the existing gravel/sand.  Compliance with the City Code to pave these parking areas will be 
sought within 3 years.   

Given the variety of uses on the subject property, it would also be helpful to establish some 
parameters for vehicle storage on the premises.  As currently being utilized, semi-cabs fill the site, 
and portions of the former fuel canopy and the contractor yard includes numerous vehicles, pieces of 
equipment, and materials.   

Aerial photography from 1974 to 2011 indicates mostly light industrial trucking business uses (sales, 
service, and truck wash), with the rear lot having very limited activity until 2003 when Boaters 
Outlet started storing boats there.  It does appear that the area was leased from time to time by the 
motor vehicle dealers along Long Lake Road for new vehicle storage.  In 2009 the storage changed 
to containers and trailers.  While the Planning Division is not opposed to storage of semi-trailers, a 
contractor yard, semi-truck service, or leasing and sales activities, there are a few matters that need 
to be addressed in this IU.   

Based on staff discussion and inspection and analysis of the current operation on the premises to 
ensure that the property does not become a long-term outdoor storage facility, contractor yard, or 
semi-truck sales and leasing facility, the Planning Division recommends the following: 

1. All trailers on the west parcel shall be stored in a manner that neatly aligns the trailers in a 
north/south fashion; the trailers can be parked two-deep. 

2. No trailers will be allowed along the east fence, as this area shall be used as the drive lane and 
access to/from County Road C2. 

3. No containers will be allowed to be stored on the western parcel. 

4. The 2217 property must install an 8-foot opaque screen fence, which shall extend from the 
front of the building west to the fence on the western property and from rear of the building to 
the 2211 building (north of the fuel canopy).  This fence is required in order to screen the 
storage and activities in the interior.   

5. All equipment and construction items, seasonal or other, must be stored on an approved all-
weather surface.   

6. All loose materials such as gravel, sand, or other product, must be placed in storage 
compartments. 

7. The large gravel pile in the middle of the 2211 property must be removed by June 1, 2016. 

8. Semi-tractor sales and leasing shall be conducted only in the southeast corner parking lot and 
along the east side of quonset hut back to the fuel canopy.  

9. If the fuel canopy is removed, its area can be used for service vehicle staging.    
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10. The property owner shall bring the building and site into full compliance with the City Code 
by September 1, 2018, and verify with the City Planner and Code Enforcement staff.  Failure 
to bring the site into compliance will result in an immediate suspension of the IU and the 
applicant would need to immediately remove all trailers and SRC cease operations until 
compliance could be demonstrated.   

11. Trailers shall not be allowed to store dangerous or hazardous items and they must be secured. 

12. A plan showing access lanes and trailer spacing approved by the Fire Marshal shall be 
provided. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
As of the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any comments or 
questions from the public.  The open house, held on June 30, 2015, and attended by two residents 
and two Planning Commissioners, did not produce any questions, concern, or issues regarding the 
proposed use.      

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Based on the comments and findings of this report, the Planning Division recommends approval of 
the proposed INTERIM USE, subject to the condition that: 

1. A trailer storage and staging plan shall be submitted to the City that addresses the following 
conditions:  

a. Trailers parked/stored on the west parcel shall be set back a minimum of 10 feet from all 
property lines.   

b. Trailers can be parked/stored back-to-back. 

c. All trailers must have a minimum 5-foot separation between each trailer.  

d. No trailers will be allowed along the east fence, as this area shall be used as the main access 
and most likely drive lane to/from County Road C2. 

e. Fire lanes shall be provided at a minimum of 30 feet in width and approved (final width and 
number) by the Fire Marshal to provide adequate access in case of a fire.       

f. There shall be no outdoor storage of anything except trailers. 

g. Shipping containers, cabs, or other storage is not permitted. 

h. No hazardous or dangerous materials shall be stored in the trailers.  No materials that are 
likely to attract vermin or other pests shall be stored in the trailers. 

i. All trailers shall be locked and secured. 

2. The 2217 property (SRC) must install an 8-foot opaque screen fence, which shall extend from 
the front of the building west to the fence on the western property and from rear of the building 
to the 2211 building (north of the fuel canopy).  This fence is required in order to screen the 
storage and activities in the interior.   

3. All equipment and construction items, seasonal or other, of SRC must be stored on an all-
weather surface. 

4. All loose materials, such as gravel, sand, or other product of SRC must be placed in storage 
compartments. 
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5. The large gravel pile, generally in the middle of the SRC property (2211 County Road C2) and 
adjacent to the west property line, must be removed by June 1, 2016.       

6. Semi-tractor sales and leasing shall be conducted only in the southeast corner parking lot and 
along the east side of quonset hut back to the fuel canopy.  The City Planner will work with the 
tenant on a maximum number allowed and the orderly parking of the semi-trucks on the 
premises.   

7. If the fuel canopy is removed, its area can be used for service vehicle staging, but only on an 
approved all-weather surface.    

8. The property owner shall bring the building and site into full compliance with the City Code by 
September 1, 2018, or if new violations occur on the site in the future, as determined by the City 
Planner and/or Code Enforcement staff, the IU is immediately suspended and all trailers shall be 
removed and SRC operations cease, until such time as the site and building are brought into 
compliance.    

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 
By motion, recommend approval of the INTERIM USE allowing outdoor storage of semi-truck 
trailers, contractor yard, and semi-truck sales and leasing at 2211 and 2217 County Road C2, 
based on the comments and findings, and the recommendation of this staff report. 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke  
651-792-7074 | Thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com 

Attachments: A: Area map 
B: Aerial photo 
C: Written narrative  

D: Open house summary 
E: Historical aerial photos 
F: Site photos 



COUNTY  ROAD  C2  W

LONG  LAKE  RD

PARTRIDGE  RD

2
2

0
5

 -
 2

2
2

9

2217

2945

2195

2255 - 2285

2931

2905

2950

2220

mapdoc: planning_commission_location.mxd

Data Sources

* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (8/2/2015)

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:

City of Roseville, Community Development Department,

2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

Disclaimer
This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to
be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose
requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies
are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Site Location

LR / LDR-1
Comp Plan / Zoning
Designations

Prepared by:

Community Development Department

Printed: August 17, 2015

Attachment A for Planning File 15-017

0 100 200 Feet

Location Map

L



MILLWOOD AVENUE W

COUNTY  ROAD  C2  W

PARTRIDGE  RD

Prepared by:

Community Development Department

Printed: August 18, 2015

This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,

information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to

be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare

this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose

requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies

are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),

and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which

arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Site Location

0 50 100
Feet

Location Map

Disclaimer

Attachment B for Planning File 15-017

Data Sources

* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (8/2/2015)

* Aerial Data: MnGeo (4/2012)

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:

City of Roseville, Community Development Department,

2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN L



Attachment C



Attachment D



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

20
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

20
0.

0
0

10
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
20

11
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
C

ou
nt

y 
Bo

rd
er

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

20
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

20
0.

0
0

10
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
20

09
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

20
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

20
0.

0
0

10
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
20

08
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

20
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

20
0.

0
0

10
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
20

06
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

20
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

20
0.

0
0

10
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
20

03
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

20
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

20
0.

0
0

10
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
19

91
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

40
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

40
0.

0
0

20
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
19

85
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
Ai

rp
or

ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Th
is

 m
ap

 is
 a

 u
se

r g
en

er
at

ed
 s

ta
tic

 o
ut

pu
t f

ro
m

 a
n 

In
te

rn
et

 m
ap

pi
ng

 s
ite

 a
nd

is
 fo

r r
ef

er
en

ce
 o

nl
y.

 D
at

a 
la

ye
rs

 th
at

 a
pp

ea
r o

n 
th

is
 m

ap
 m

ay
 o

r m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e

ac
cu

ra
te

, c
ur

re
nt

, o
r o

th
er

w
is

e 
re

lia
bl

e.
©

 R
am

se
y 

C
ou

nt
y 

En
te

rp
ris

e 
G

IS
 D

iv
is

io
n

40
0.

0

TH
IS

 M
AP

 IS
 N

O
T 

TO
 B

E 
U

SE
D

 F
O

R
 N

AV
IG

AT
IO

N
N

AD
_1

98
3_

H
AR

N
_A

dj
_M

N
_R

am
se

y_
Fe

et

Fe
et

40
0.

0
0

20
0.

00

N
ot

es
En

te
r M

ap
 D

es
cr

ip
tio

n

Le
ge

nd
19

74
 A

er
ia

l

C
ity

 H
al

ls
Sc

ho
ol

s
H

os
pi

ta
ls

Fi
re

 S
ta

tio
ns

Po
lic

e 
St

at
io

ns
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l C

en
te

rs
Pa

rc
el

 P
oi

nt
s

Pa
rc

el
 B

ou
nd

ar
ie

s
G

IS
R

AS
TE

R
.G

IS
PU

B.
IM

AG
E_

H
ig

h 
: 2

55

Lo
w

 : 
0

Ai
rp

or
ts

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t 
E



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



Attachment F



 Agenda Date: 9/2/2015 
REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION Agenda Item: 5f 

Division Approval Agenda Section 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Item Description: Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties 
within the Twin Lakes redevelopment area (PROJ0026) 

PROJ0026_RPCA_090215 
Page 1 of 4 

APPLICATION REVIEW DETAILS 
RPCA prepared: August 27, 2015 
Public hearing: September 2, 2015 
City Council action: September 21, 2015 
Statutory action deadline: N/A 

LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING 

Action taken on proposed Comprehensive Plan 
and zoning amendments is legislative in nature; 
the City has broad discretion in making land use 
decisions based on advancing the health, safety, 
and general welfare of the community. 

BACKGROUND 1 

The history of planning for development spans decades, but the present proposal is the 2 
culmination of a planning process beginning with public input meetings in January and February 3 
2015, which led to a progression of discussions with the City Council in March, April, May, and 4 
June. At the last of these City Council meetings, Planning Division staff was directed to initiate 5 
this process of amending the Comprehensive Land Use Plan map, amending the zoning map, and 6 
amending the text of the zoning code to effect the changes to Twin Lakes development 7 
regulations which came out of the public input sessions and the subsequent Council discussions. 8 
There is a robust public record of these meetings and discussions in the form of written reports, 9 
meeting minutes, and archived video, detailing how the present proposal took shape from the 10 
initial input sessions; because much of this information available from Roseville’s website 11 
(http://www.cityofroseville.com/twinlakes), it is not included with this RPCA. 12 

ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN CHANGE 13 

The proposed Comprehensive Land Use Plan map change is limited to four parcels northwest 14 
and northeast of the intersection of Fairview Avenue with Twin Lakes Parkway and Terrace 15 
Drive. These parcels are currently guided for High-Density Residential development, and would 16 
change to be guided for Community Mixed-Use development, consistent with the preponderance 17 
of the Twin Lakes area. The existing and proposed Comprehensive Land Use Plan designations 18 
are illustrated in Attachment A. 19 

The most significant effects of the proposed change would be to reduce required intensity of the 20 
multifamily development on these parcels and to broaden the scope of possible development 21 

http://www.cityofroseville.com/twinlakes
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types beyond apartments and other residential products. This move away from residential 22 
development at a minimum of 12 dwelling units per acre and toward more varied development 23 
with potentially lower-intensity land uses would seem to be consistent with Land Use policy 6.2 24 
of the Comprehensive Plan, which is: “Where higher intensity uses are adjacent to existing 25 
residential neighborhoods, create effective land use buffers and physical screening.” 26 

The land area of the Comprehensive Plan’s Planning District 10 is dominated by Twin Lakes, 27 
and re-guiding these parcels for Community Mixed-Use development advances the goals related 28 
to encouraging a balance of commercial and residential development types, although it does open 29 
additional land area to possible development of retail uses, whereas Planning District 10 30 
advocates against development which focuses primarily on shopping. On balance, Planning 31 
Division staff believes that the proposed change would not be in conflict with the overall 32 
guidance of the Comprehensive Plan. 33 

ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSED ZONING MAP CHANGE 34 

The most obvious aspect to the proposed zoning amendments is the zoning map change. As 35 
shown in Attachment B, the Twin Lakes area would no longer be a single Community Mixed-36 
Use (CMU) zoning district and a high-density residential (HDR-1) zoning district, but it would 37 
be divided into four areas with four CMU districts that would regulate development intensity 38 
differently depending on each district’s proximity to more sensitive areas (e.g., lower-density 39 
residential neighborhoods and natural areas) or to more commercially-intensive areas (e.g., 40 
existing shopping centers and major roadways). Given that the proposed CMU-1, CMU-2, CMU-41 
3, and CMU-4 districts are all of equal or lesser intensity than the existing CMU district and are 42 
intended to provide a more gradual transition from more intensive commercial or residential 43 
development to low density residential neighborhoods and natural areas, Planning Division staff 44 
believes that the proposed zoning map change is consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive 45 
Plan. 46 

The “Restricted Height Area” shown on the proposed zoning map is a 100-foot strip surrounding 47 
most of the lake portion of Langton Lake Park, and would limit the height of buildings in that 48 
area to 35 feet. The Restricted Height Area doesn’t overlap the proposed CMU-1 District because 49 
building height would be limited to the same 35 feet in that entire district. The graphic 50 
representing the Restricted Height Area will ultimately move to the regulating plan map, but it 51 
remains on the proposed zoning map so that the proposed zoning map and the proposed 52 
expansion of the regulating plan are presented in the public hearing in a way that is consistent 53 
with their presentation at the open house meeting. 54 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ZONING TEXT CHANGE 55 

The proposed amendments to the text of the zoning code are illustrated as red, bold text (for 56 
insertions) and red strike-throughs (for deletions) in Attachment C. In general, the amendments 57 
are as follows: 58 

• Addition of a definition for “large format retail”, a term introduced in the proposed CMU 59 
districts. 60 

• Elimination of the CMU District from Table 1005-1, the multi-district table of land uses 61 
in the zoning chapter pertaining to the commercial districts. This column is proposed to 62 
be removed because adding three more CMU district columns to this table could 63 
overwhelm it. The land uses specific to the CMU districts are proposed to be located in a 64 
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new table (Table 1005-5) later in the chapter. The one proposed addition to Table 1005-5 65 
which was neither in the existing Twin Lakes zoning districts nor explicitly discussed 66 
before now is “Laboratory for research, development, and/or testing.” This land use is 67 
presently allowed in the Office/Business Park District, and Planning Division included it 68 
in the proposal in the belief that it is consistent with the kind of corporate office and high-69 
tech or bio-tech facilities that have long been promoted in the Twin Lakes area. 70 

• Amendment to the introductory text of the CMU districts to recognize and explain the 71 
unique purposes for the four CMU districts. 72 

• Expansion of the Twin Lakes Regulating plan from the existing “sub-area 1” (essentially, 73 
the area from County Road C2 to County Road C and from Cleveland Avenue to 74 
Fairview Avenue) to cover the entire CMU-zoned area. 75 

• Amendments to limit building height. Building massing is regulated in the current CMU 76 
district, but total height is not limited. 77 

• Amendment to the Table of Allowed Uses to explain that some uses are limited in their 78 
hours of operation in certain locations. This was initially discussed as a “24-hour” use in 79 
the table of uses itself, but defining a “24-hour” use for specific zoning districts turned 80 
out to be considerably more complicated than simply setting time-related regulations for 81 
particular uses in specific locations. 82 

• Addition of a new Table of Allowed Uses within the four CMU districts. Many uses 83 
which are permitted by right in the existing Twin Lakes zoning districts are proposed as 84 
conditional uses in the CMU districts, particularly multi-family residential developments. 85 
The City Council discussions of the land use table used “conditional use” as a sort of 86 
proxy term for “not necessarily permitted by right, but can be allowed with some approval 87 
process like conditional use or planned unit development.” Since the Council’s final 88 
discussion on Twin Lakes zoning, the City Council invited a zoning consultant to begin a 89 
process of reintroducing planned unit development (PUD) as a “tool in the zoning 90 
toolbox.” Because the zoning code does not yet include provisions for creating new PUD 91 
developments, the proposed table of land uses does not include PUD as a method of 92 
reviewing and approving particular land uses. If the future creation of a PUD process 93 
identifies some of the land uses in Twin Lakes as PUD uses, the table can be amended as 94 
necessary at that time. 95 

PUBLIC COMMENT 96 

The required open house meeting for this proposal was held by Planning Division staff on July 97 
23, 2015. Approximately 15 people attended the open house; the written comments from the 98 
three individuals who left them, along with the meeting sign-in sheet, are included with this 99 
RPCA as Attachment D. In addition to those written comments, most of the questions centered 100 
on the nature and symbology of the regulating plan, the location and impact of a Metropolitan 101 
Council sewer easement, whether bank drive-throughs would be allowed if drive-through 102 
facilities at restaurants were to be prohibited, and what was meant by the various forms of 103 
outdoor storage identified in the land use table. Other comments primarily related to concerns 104 
about relieving traffic through and around the Twin Lakes area and support for and opposition to 105 
allowing for additional “big-box” stores At the time this report was prepared, Planning Division 106 
staff has not received any additional communications from members of the public about the 107 
proposal. 108 
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 109 

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed Comprehensive Land Use Plan map 110 
change, based on the comments and findings of this report. A successful motion to recommend 111 
approval of an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan requires a majority of at least 5/7ths of the 112 
Planning Commission. 113 

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed zoning changes, based on the comments 114 
and findings of this report. 115 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 116 

Pass a motion to table the item for future action. While there’s no required timeline for 117 
approving City-initiated proposals such as this, deferring action into the future could have 118 
adverse consequences for property owners or potential developers who may be following this 119 
process and anticipating its conclusion. 120 

By motion, recommend denial of the proposal. 121 

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com 

Attachments: A: Proposed Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan map change 
B: Proposed zoning map change 

C: Proposed zoning text amendment 
D: Open house materials 
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bryan.lloyd
Text Box
Proposed Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map
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Existing Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map
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CHAPTER 1001 
INTRODUCTION 

 

1001.10: DEFINITIONS 
 

RETAIL, LARGE FORMAT: Where retail building size is regulated, a large format retail use 
is a stand-alone, single-tenant retail structure with a gross floor area of 100,000 square feet or 
more, distributed on one or more stories. This includes interior space that may be leased to 
third-party financial, clinical, or other service providers accessible to customers within the 
large format retail store, but does not include typical multi-tenant retail centers or regional 
malls that may comprise gross floor area of more than 100,000 square feet. 

 
 

CHAPTER 1005 
COMMERCIAL AND MIXED-USE DISTRICTS 

 
 

SECTION: 
 

1005.01: Statement Of Purpose 
1005.02: Design Standards 
1005.03: Table of Allowed Uses 
1005.04: Neighborhood Business (NB) District 
1005.05: Community Business (CB) District 
1005.06: Regional Business (RB) Districts 
1005.07: Community Mixed-Use (CMU) Districts 

 

 

1005.01 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
 

The commercial and mixed-use districts are designed to: 
 

A.  Promote an appropriate mix of commercial development types within the community; 
B.  Provide attractive, inviting, high-quality retail shopping and service areas that are 

conveniently and safely accessible by multiple travel modes including transit, walking, and 
bicycling; 

C.  Improve the community’s mix of land uses by encouraging mixed medium- and high-
density residential uses with high-quality commercial and employment uses in designated 
areas; 

D.  Encourage appropriate transitions between higher-intensity uses within commercial and 
mixed use centers and adjacent lower-density residential districts; and 

E.  Encourage sustainable design practices that apply to buildings, private development 
sites, and the public realm in order to enhance the natural environment. 
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1005.02 DESIGN STANDARDS 
 

The following standards apply to new buildings and major expansions of existing buildings (i.e., 
expansions that constitute 50% or more of building floor area) in all commercial and mixed-use 
districts. Design standards apply only to the portion of the building or site that is undergoing 
alteration. 

 

A.   Corner Building Placement: At intersections, buildings shall have front and side facades 
aligned at or near the front property line. 

B. Entrance Orientation:  Where appropriate and applicable, primary building entrances shall 
be oriented to the primary abutting public street. Additional entrances may be oriented to a 
secondary street or parking area. Entrances shall be clearly visible and identifiable from the 
street and delineated with elements such as roof overhangs, recessed entries, landscaping, or 
similar design features. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) 

C. Vertical Facade Articulation: Buildings shall be designed with a base, a middle, and a top, 
created by variations in detailing, color, and materials. A single-story building need not 
include a middle. 
1. The base of the building should include elements that relate to the human scale, including 

doors and windows, texture, projections, awnings, and canopies. 
2. Articulated building tops may include varied rooflines, cornice detailing, dormers, gable 

ends, stepbacks of upper stories, and similar methods. 
D.   Horizontal Facade Articulation: Facades greater than 40 feet in length shall be visually 

articulated into smaller intervals of 20 to 40 feet by one or a combination of the following 
techniques: 
1. Stepping back or extending forward a portion of the facade; 
2. Variations in texture, materials or details; 
3. Division into storefronts; 
4. Stepbacks of upper stories; or 
5. Placement of doors, windows and balconies. 

E. Window and Door Openings: 
1.   For nonresidential uses, windows, doors, or other openings shall comprise at least 60% of 

the length and at least 40% of the area of any ground floor facade fronting a public street. 
At least 50% of the windows shall have the lower sill within three feet of grade. 

2.   For nonresidential uses, windows, doors, or other openings shall comprise at least 20% of 
side and rear ground floor facades not fronting a public street. On upper stories, windows 
or balconies shall comprise at least 20% of the facade area. 

3.   On residential facades, windows, doors, balconies, or other openings shall comprise at 
least 20% of the facade area. 

4.   Glass on windows and doors shall be clear or slightly tinted to allow views in and out of 
the interior. Spandrel (translucent) glass may be used on service areas. 

5.   Window shape, size, and patterns shall emphasize the intended organization and 
articulation of the building facade. 

6.   Displays may be placed within windows. Equipment within buildings shall be placed at 
least 5 feet behind windows. 

F. Materials: All exterior wall finishes on any building must be one or a combination of the 
following materials: face brick, natural or cultured stone, pre-colored or factory stained or 
stained on site textured pre-cast concrete panels, textured concrete block, stucco,  glass, 
fiberglass or similar materials.  In addition to the above materials, accent materials, not 
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exceeding 10% of any exterior building elevation, may include pre-finished metal, cor-ten 
steel, copper, premium grade wood with mitered outside corners (e.g., cedar redwood, and 
fir), or fiber cement board. Other new materials of equal quality to those listed, including the 
use of commercial grade lap-siding in the Neighborhood Business District, may be approved 
by the Community Development Department. 

G.   Four-sided Design: Building design shall provide consistent architectural treatment on all 
building walls. All sides of a building must display compatible materials, although decorative 
elements and materials may be concentrated on street-facing facades. All facades shall 
contain window openings. This standard may be waived by the Community Development 
Department for uses that include elements such as service bays on one or more facades. 

H.   Maximum Building Length: Building length parallel to the primary abutting street shall not 
exceed 200 feet without a visual break such as a courtyard or recessed entry, except where 
a more restrictive standard is specified for a specific district. 

I. Garages Doors and Loading Docks: Overhead doors, refuse, recyclables, and/or 
compactors shall be located, to the extent feasible, on rear or side facades that do not front 
a public street, to the extent feasible, residential garage doors should be similarly located. 
Overhead doors of attached residential garages on a building front shall not exceed 50% of 
the total length of the building front. Where overhead doors, refuse, recyclables, and/or 
compactors abut a public street frontage, a masonry screen wall comprised of materials 
similar to the 
building, or as approved by the Community Development Department, shall be installed to 
a minimum height to screen all activities. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) 

J. Rooftop Equipment: Rooftop equipment, including rooftop structures related to elevators, 
shall be completely screened from eye level view from contiguous properties and adjacent 
streets. Such equipment shall be screened with parapets or other materials similar to and 
compatible with exterior materials and architectural treatment on the structure being 
served. Horizontal or vertical slats of wood material shall not be utilized for this purpose. 
Solar and wind energy equipment is exempt from this provision if screening would 
interfere with system operations. 
(Ord. 1435, 4-08-2013) 

1005.03 TABLE OF ALLOWED USES 

Table 1005-1 lists all permitted and conditional uses in the commercial and mixed use 

districts. A.   Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated. 
B. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated, in 

compliance with all applicable standards. 
C. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated. 
D.   A “Y” in the “Standards” column indicates that specific standards must be complied with, 

whether the use is permitted or conditional. Standards for permitted uses are included in 
Chapter 1011 of this Title; standards for conditional uses are included in Section 1009.02 
of this Title. 

E. Combined Uses: Allowed uses may be combined within a single building, meeting 
the following standards: 
1. Residential units in mixed-use buildings shall be located above the ground floor or on 

the ground floor to the rear of nonresidential uses; 
2. Retail and service uses in mixed-use buildings shall be located at ground floor or 

lower levels of the building; and 
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3. Nonresidential uses are not permitted above residential uses. 
 

Table 1005-1 NB CB RB-1 RB-2 CMU Standards 

  Office Uses 

Office P P P P P  
 

Table 1005-1 NB CB RB-1 RB-2 CMU Standards 

Clinic, medical, dental or optical P P P P P  

Office showroom NP P P P P  

Retail, general and personal service* P P P P P  

  Commercial Uses 
Animal boarding, kennel/day care 
(indoor) 

P P P P P Y 

Animal boarding, kennel/day care 
(outdoor) 

NP C C C NP Y 

Animal hospital, veterinary clinic P P P P P Y 
Bank, financial institution P P P P P  

Club or lodge, private P P P P P  

Day care center P P P P P Y 
Grocery store C P P P P  

Health club, fitness center C P P P P  

Learning studio (martial arts, 
visual/performing arts) 

C P P P P  

Limited production and processing- 
principal 

NP NP NP P NP  

Limited warehousing and 
distribution 

NP NP NP P/C NP Y 

Liquor store C P P P P  

Lodging: hotel, motel NP P P P P  

Mini-storage NP P P P NP  

Mortuary, funeral home P P P P P  

Motor fuel sales (gas station) C P P P C Y 
Motor vehicle repair, auto body shop NP C P P C Y 
Motor vehicle rental/leasing NP P P P NP Y 
Motor vehicle dealer (new vehicles) NP NP P P NP  

Movie theater, cinema NP P P P P  

Outdoor display P P P P P Y 
Outdoor storage, equipment and 
goods 

NP NP C C NP Y 

Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles NP P P P NP Y 
Outdoor storage, inoperable/out of 
service vehicles or equipment 

NP C P P C Y 

Outdoor storage, loose materials NP NP NP NP NP  
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Pawn shop NP C C C NP  

Parking C C C C C  

Restaurant, Fast Food NP P P P P  

Restaurant, Traditional P P P P P  
 

Table 1005-1 NB CB RB-1 RB-2 CMU Standards 

  Residential Family Living 
Dwelling, one-family attached 
(townhome, rowhouse) 

NP NP NP NP P  

Dwelling, multi-family (3-8 units 
per building) 

NP NP NP NP P  

Dwelling, multi-family (upper 
stories in mixed-use building) 

P P NP NP P  

Dwelling, multi-family (8 or more 
units per building) 

C NP NP NP P  

Dwelling unit, accessory NP NP NP NP C Y 
Live-work unit C NP NP NP P Y 
  Residential - Group Living 

Community residential facility, state 
licensed, serving 7-16 persons 

C NP NP NP C Y 

Student Housing NP P P P NP Y 
Nursing home, assisted living 
facility 

C C C C C Y 

  Civic and Institutional Uses 
College, or post-secondary school, 
campus 

NP NP P P P Y 

College or post-secondary school, 
office-based 

P P P P P Y 

Community center, library, 
municipal building 

NP NP P P P  

Place of assembly P P P P P Y 
School, elementary or secondary NP NP P P P Y 
Theater, performing arts center NP NP P P P Y 
  Utilities and Transportation 

Essential services P P P P P  

Park-and-ride facility NP P P P P  

Transit center NP P P P P  

  Accessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures 

Accessory buildings for storage of 
business supplies and equipment 

P P P P NP Y 

Accessibility ramp and other 
accommodations 

P P P P P  

Detached garage and off-street 
parking spaces 

P P P P P Y 
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Drive-through facility NP C C C NP Y 
Gazebo, arbor, patio, play equipment P P P P P Y 
Home occupation P NP NP NP P Y 
Limited production and processing – P P P P P  

 

Table 1005-1 NB CB RB-1 RB-2 CMU Standards 

accessory            

Renewable energy system P P P P P Y 
Swimming pool, hot tub, spa P P P P P Y 
Telecommunications tower C C C C C Y 
Tennis and other recreational courts C C P P P Y 
  Temporary Uses 

Temporary building for construction 
purposes 

P P P P P Y 

Sidewalk sales, boutique sales P P P P P Y 
Portable storage container P P P P P Y 

(Ord. 1405, 2-28-2011) (Ord. 1427, 7-9-2012) (Ord. 1445, 7-8-2013) (Ord. 1469, 06-09-2014) 
 

1005.07 COMMUNITY MIXED-USE (CMU) DISTRICTS 
 

A.   Statement of Purpose: The Community Mixed-Use Districts is are designed to encourage 
the development or redevelopment of mixed-use centers that may include residential, 
office, commercial, park, civic and institutional, utility and transportation, park, and open 
space uses. Complementary uses should be organized into cohesive districts in which 
mixed- or single-use buildings are connected by streets, sidewalks and trails, and open 
space to create a pedestrian-oriented environment. The CMU District is districts are 
intended to be applied to areas of the City guided for redevelopment or and may represent 
varying degrees of intensification with respect to land use, hours of operation, or building 
height. 

1. The CMU-1 District is the most restrictive mixed-use district, limiting building 
height and excluding the most intensive land uses, and is intended for application to 
redevelopment areas adjacent to low-density residential neighborhoods. 

2. The CMU-2 District is less restrictive, being open to a wider variety of land uses and 
building height, and is intended to provide transition from higher-intensity 
development to parks and other natural areas. 

3. The CMU-3 District is intended for moderate intensity development, suitable for 
transitions between higher and lower intensity districts. 

4. The CMU-4 District is a more intensive mixed-use district, intended for areas close 
to high-traffic roadways and large-scale commercial developments. 

B. Regulating Plan: The CMU District districts must be guided by a regulating plan for each 
location where it is applied.  A regulating plan uses graphics and text to establish 
requirements pertaining to the following kinds of parameters. Where the requirements for 
an area governed by a regulating plan are in conflict with the design standards 
established in Section 1005.02 of this Title, the requirements of the regulating plan shall 
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supersede, and where the requirements for an area governed by a regulating plan are 
silent, Section 1005.02 shall control. 

1. Street and Block Layout: The regulating plan defines blocks and streets based on existing 
and proposed street alignments. New street alignments, where indicated, are intended to 
identify general locations and required connections but not to constitute preliminary or 
final engineering. 

2. Street Type:  The regulating plan may include specific street design standards to illustrate 
typical configurations for streets within the district, or it may use existing City street 
standards.  Private streets may be utilized within the CMU District districts where 
defined as an element of a regulating plan. 

3. Parking 

a.   Locations: Locations where surface parking may be located are specified by block 
or block face. Structured parking is treated as a building type. 

b.   Shared Parking or District Parking:  A district-wide approach to off-street parking 
for nonresidential or mixed uses is preferred within the CMU districts.  Off-street 
surface parking for these uses may be located up to 300 feet away from the use. 
Off-street structured parking may be located up to 500 feet away from the use. 

c.   Parking Reduction and Cap:  Minimum off–street parking requirement for uses 
within the CMU districts may be reduced to 75% of the parking requirements 
in Chapter 1019 of this Title.  Maximum off-street parking shall not exceed the 
minimum requirement unless the additional parking above the cap is structured 
parking. 

4.   Building and Frontage Types:  Building and frontage types are designated by block or 
block face. Some blocks are coded for several potential building types; others for one 
building type on one or more block faces. 

5.  Build to Areas:   Build to Areas indicate the placement of buildings in relation to the 
street. 

6.   Uses:  Permitted and conditional uses may occur within each building type as specified in 
Table 1005-01-5, but the vertical arrangement of uses in a mixed-use building may be 
further regulated in a regulating plan. 

(Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) (Ord. 1467, 04-21-2014) 

C. Regulating Plan Approval Process: A regulating plan may be developed by the City as part 
of a zoning amendment following the procedures of Section 1009.06 of this Title and thus 
approved by City Council. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) 

D.   Amendments to Regulating Plan: Minor extensions, alterations or modifications of proposed 
or existing buildings or structures, and changes in street alignment may be authorized 
pursuant to Section 1009.05 of this Title. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) 
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E. Twin Lakes Sub-Area 1 Regulating Plan Map: 

Figure 1005-1: Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map, west of Fairview Avenue 

 
See legend on next page.

RPCA Attachment C

Page 8 of 18



 

Figure 1005-2: Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map, east of Fairview Avenue 
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1.   Greenway Frontage a.   

Siting 

 
 

i. Build To Area 
 

A) Refer to Regulating Plan Map (Figure 1005-1) for location of the Build To Area. 
Building may be placed anywhere within the Build to Area. 

 

B)  At least 90% of the lineal Build To Area shall be occupied by the front facade of the 
building. 

 

C)  Within 30 feet of a block corner, the ground story facade shall be built within 10 feet of the 
corner. 

 

b.   Undeveloped and Open Space 
 

i. Lot coverage shall not exceed 85%. 
 

ii.  Undeveloped and open space created in front of a building shall be designed as a semi- public 
space, used as a forecourt, outdoor seating, or other semi-public uses. 

 

c.   Building Height and Elements 
 

 
 

i. Ground Floor: Finished floor height shall be a maximum of 18” above sidewalk. 

 ii.  Height is not limited to 35 feet in the CMU-1 district and within the Restricted Height 

Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building height is limited to 65 feet. 

iii. Facade 
 

A) The primary facade (facades fronting the Build To Areas, a Pedestrian Corridor, park or 
public street) of all buildings shall be articulated into distinct increments such as stepping 
back or extending forward, use of storefronts with separate windows and entrances; arcade 
awnings, bays and balconies; variation in roof lines; use of different but compatible 
materials and textures. 
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B)  Blank lengths of wall fronting a public street or pedestrian Connection shall not 
exceed 20 feet. 

 

C) Building facades facing a pedestrian or public space shall include at least 30% 
windows and/or entries. 

 

D) All floors above the second story shall be stepped back a minimum of 8 feet from the 
ground floor facade. 

 

iv. Entries: Entries shall be clearly marked and visible from the sidewalk. Entries are 
encouraged at least every 50 feet along the Greenway Frontage. 

 

2.   Urban Frontage 

 a.   Siting 

 
 

i. Build To Area 
 

A) Refer to Regulating Plan Map (Figure 1005-1) for location of the Build To Area. 
Building may be placed anywhere within the Build to Area. 

 

B)  At least 50% of the lineal Build To Area shall be occupied by the front facade of the 
building. 

 

C)  Within 30 feet of a block corner, the ground story facade shall be built within 10 feet of 
the corner. 

 

D) If a building does not occupy the Build To Area, the parking setback must include a 
required landscape treatment consistent with Sections 4 and 5 below. 

 

ii.  Undeveloped and Open Space 
 

A) Lot coverage shall not exceed 85%. 
 

B)  Undeveloped and open space created in front of a building shall be designed as a semi-public 
space, outdoor seating, or other semi-public uses. 

b.   Building Height and Elements 
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i. Height is not limited to 35 feet in the CMU-1 district and within the Restricted Height Area 

surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building height is limited to 65 feet.  

ii.  Facade 

A) The primary facade (facade fronting the Build To Areas, a Pedestrian Corridor, park or 
public street) of all buildings shall be articulated into distinct increments such as stepping 
back or extending forward, use of storefronts with separate windows and entrances; arcade 
awnings, bays and balconies; variation in roof lines; use of different but compatible materials 
and textures. 

 

B) Blank lengths of wall fronting a public street or pedestrian connection shall not exceed 
30 feet. 

 

iii. Entries: Entries shall be clearly marked and visible from the sidewalk. Entries are 
encouraged at least every 100 feet along the Urban Frontage. 

 

3.   Flexible Frontage  

a.   Siting 

 
 

i. Build To Area 
 

A) Refer to Regulating Plan Map (Figure 1005-1) for location of the Build To Area. 
Building may be placed anywhere within the parcel, but building placement is 
preferred in the Build To Area. 

 

B)  Building placement is preferred in the Build To Area. If a building does not occupy a Build 
To Area, the parking setback must include a required landscape treatment consistent with 
Sections 4 and 5 below. 

C)  On Flexible Frontage sites located at or near pedestrian corridors or roadway intersections, 
where building placement is not to be in the build-to area, the City will require additional 
public amenities or enhancements including, but not limited to, seating areas, fountains or 
other water features, art, or other items, to be placed in the build-to area, as approved by 
the Community Development Department. 

 

ii.  Undeveloped and Open Space 
 

A) Lot coverage shall not exceed 85%. 
 

B)  Undeveloped and open space created in front of a building shall be designed as a semi- 
public space, outdoor seating, or other semi-public uses. 

 

b.   Building Height and Elements 
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i. Height is not limited to 35 feet in the CMU-1 district and within the Restricted Height Area 

surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building height is limited to 65 feet.  

ii.  Facade 

A) Blank lengths of wall fronting a public street or pedestrian connection shall not exceed 
30 feet. 

 

B)  The primary facade (facade fronting the Build To Areas, a Pedestrian Corridor, park or 
public street) of all buildings shall be articulated into distinct increments such as stepping 
back or extending forward, use of storefronts with separate windows and entrances; arcade 
awnings, bays and balconies; variation in roof lines; use of different but compatible materials 
and textures. 

 

iii. Entries: Entries shall be clearly marked and visible from the sidewalk. 
 

4.   Parking 
 

 
 

a.   Parking shall be located behind the Build To Area/parking setback line. 

b.   Driveways and/or curb cuts are not allowed along the Greenway Frontage. 
 

c.   Parking Within the Build To Area: Where parking is allowed within the Build To Area, parking 
shall be set back a minimum of 5 feet from the property line, and shall be screened by a vertical 
screen at least 36” in height (as approved by the Community Development Department) with the 
required landscape treatment. 
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d.   Parking Contiguous to Langton Lake Park: Parking on property contiguous to Langton Lake Park 
shall be set back a minimum of 15 feet from the property line. The setback area shall be 
landscaped consistent with the requirements of Section 1011.03 of this Title. 

 

5.   Landscaping 
 

 
 

a.   Greenway Frontage: 1 tree is required per every 30 linear feet of Greenway Frontage b.   

Urban and Flexible Frontage 

i. 1 tree is required per every 30 linear feet of Urban and/or Flexible Frontage. 
 

ii.  Parking Within the Build To Area: If parking is located within the Build To Area, the 
required vertical screen in the setback area shall be treated with foundation plantings, 
planted at the base of the vertical screen in a regular, consistent pattern. 

 

6.   Public Park Connections 
Each pedestrian corridor identified below shall be a minimum of 25 feet wide and include a paved, 
multi-use path constructed to specifications per the City of Roseville. Each pedestrian connection 
shall also contain the following minimum landscaping: 

 

x 1 3-caliper-inch tree for every 20 lineal feet of the length of the pedestrian corridor. Such trees shall 
be hardy and urban tolerant, and may include such varieties as red buckeye, green hawthorn, eastern 
red cedar, amur maackia, Japanese tree lilac, or other variety approved by the Community 
Development Department. 

 

x 12 5-gallon shrubs, ornamental grasses, and/or perennials for every 30 lineal feet of the pedestrian 
corridor. Such plantings may include varieties like hydrangea, mockorange, ninebark, spirea, sumac, 
coneflower, daylily, Russian sage, rudbeckia, sedum, or other variety approved by the Community 
Development Department. 

 

All plant materials shall be within planting beds with wood mulch. 
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a.   County Road C2 Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects adjacent 
properties to the Langton Lake Park path. 

 

 
 

b.   Langton Lake Park/Mount Ridge Road Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects 
Mount Ridge Road to the Langton Lake Park path. 

 

 
 

c.   Langton Lake Park/Prior Avenue Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects 
Prior Avenue to the Langton Lake Park path. 

 

 
 

d.   Iona Connection 
 

 

i. A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects Mount Ridge Road to Fairview Avenue, 
intersecting with Langton Lake Park and Twin Lakes Parkway. 

 

ii.  The pedestrian corridor shall take precedent over the Build To Area. In any event, the 
relationship of buildings to the pedestrian corridor shall be consistent with the required 
frontage. 

 

e.   Langton Lake Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects the adjacent 
properties to Langton Lake Park path. 
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(Ord. 1403, 12-13-2010) (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) (Ord. 1467, 4-21-2014) 
 
F TABLE OF ALLOWED USES 

Table 1005-5 lists all permitted and conditional uses in the CMU-Twin Lakes Districts. 

1. Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated. 

2. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated, in 
compliance with all applicable standards. 

3. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated. 

4. A “Y” in the “Standards” column indicates that specific standards must be complied with, whether 
the use is permitted or conditional. Standards for permitted uses are included in Chapter 1011 of 
this Title; standards for conditional uses are included in Section 1009.02 of this Title. 

5. Combined Uses: Allowed uses may be combined within a single building, meeting the 
following standards: 

a. Residential units in mixed-use buildings shall be located above the ground floor or on the ground 
floor to the rear of nonresidential uses; 

b. Retail and service uses in mixed-use buildings shall be located at ground floor or lower levels 
of the building; and 

c. Nonresidential uses are not permitted above residential uses. 

6. Limited Business Hours 

a. In the CMU-1 District, no non-residential land uses shall operate after 2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 
a.m. 

b. In the CMU-2 District, on-site retail, service, and/or restaurant customer traffic is not permitted 
after 2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 a.m.; such customer traffic in the CMU-3 and CMU-4 Districts is 
allowed as a conditional use. 

c. In the CMU-2, CMU-3, and CMU-4 Districts, any non-residential land use in operation after 
2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 a.m., but not open to on-site retail, service, and/or restaurant 
customer traffic, is allowed as a conditional use. This includes such uses as office, lodging, 
medical service, limited production and processing, laboratory, and so on. 

 
Table 1005-5 CMU-1 CMU-2 CMU-3 CMU-4 Standards 

  Office Uses 

Clinic, medical, dental, or optical P P P P  

Corporate headquarters P P P P  

General P P P P  

Office showroom P P P P  

  Commercial Uses 

Animal boarding (exclusively indoors) P P P P Y 
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Table 1005-5 CMU-1 CMU-2 CMU-3 CMU-4 Standards 

Animal hospital/veterinary clinic P P P P Y 

Bank/financial institution P P P P  

Club or lodge, private P P P P  

Daycare center P P P P Y 

Grocery store P P P P  

Health club/fitness center P P P P  

Learning studio (martial arts, visual or 
performing arts) 

P P P P  

Liquor store P P P P  

Lodging (hotel) NP NP NP P  

Mini‐storage NP NP NP NP  

Mortuary/funeral home P P P P  

Motor fuel sales (gas station) C C C C Y 

Motor vehicle rental/leasing C C C C Y 

Motor vehicle repair, auto body shop NP NP NP NP Y 

Motor vehicle dealer (new vehicles) NP NP NP NP  

Movie theater P P P P  

Outdoor display P P P P Y 

Outdoor storage, equipment and goods NP NP NP NP Y 

Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles NP NP NP NP Y 

Outdoor storage, inoperable  C C C C Y 

Outdoor storage, loose materials NP NP NP NP  

Parking C C C C  

Pawn shop NP NP NP NP  

Restaurants, fast food P P P P  

Restaurants, fast food w/ drive‐through NP NP NP NP  

Restaurants, traditional P P P P  

Retail , general and personal service P P P P  

Retail, large format NP NP NP C  

Vertical mixed use NP NP P P  

  Industrial Uses 

Laboratory for research, development 
and/or testing 

C  P  P  P 
 

Light industrial NP NP NP NP  

Limited production/processing C P P P  

Limited warehousing/distribution C C C C Y 

Manufacturing NP NP NP NP  

Warehouse NP NP NP NP  

  Residential Family Living 

Accessory dwelling unit P P NP NP Y 

Live‐work unit P P P P Y 

Manufactured home park C C NP NP  

Multi‐family (≥3 units/building) C C C C  

Multi‐family (upper stories in mixed‐use 
building) 

NP NP C C  

RPCA Attachment C

Page 17 of 18



 

Table 1005-5 CMU-1 CMU-2 CMU-3 CMU-4 Standards 

One‐family attached (duplex or 
twinhome) 

NP NP NP NP  

One‐family attached (townhome or row 
house) 

P P P P  

One‐family detached C C NP NP  

  Residential ‐ Group Living 

Assisted living C C C C  

Nursing home C C C C Y 

State licensed facility for 1 ‐ 6 persons C C C C Y 

State licensed facility for 7 ‐ 16 persons C C C C Y 

Student housing NP NP NP NP  

  Civic and Institutional Uses 

College, campus setting NP NP NP NP Y 

College, office setting P P P P Y 

Community center, library, municipal 
building 

P P P P  

Elementary/secondary school NP NP NP NP Y 

Hospital NP NP NP NP  

Place of assembly P P P P Y 

Theater/performing arts center P P P P Y 

  Accessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures

Accessibility ramp/other 
accommodations 

P P P P  

Bed & breakfast establishment NP NP NP NP  

Communications equipment (TV, 
shortwave radio) 

P P P P Y 

Day care family/group family P P NP NP Y 

Detached garage/off‐street parking P P P P Y 

Drive‐throughs NP NP C C Y 

Gazebo, arbor, patio, play equipment P P P P Y 

Home occupation P P P P Y 

Renewable energy system P P P P Y 

Roomer/boarder P P P P Y 

Storage building P P NP NP Y 

Swimming pool, hot tub, spa P P P P Y 

Telecommunication tower C C C C Y 

Tennis/other recreational court P P P P Y 

  Temporary Uses 

Temporary building for construction 
purposes 

P P P P Y 

Sidewalk sales, boutique sales P P P P Y 

Portable storage container P P P P Y 

  Utilities/Transportation Uses 

Essential services P P P P  

Park‐and‐ride facility P P P P  

Transit center P P P P  
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Open House― July 23,2015

To gatherpublic input related to the City Council's discussions over recent months, which have yielded a
draft rezoning of all properties in Twin Lakes as well as a change in the comprehensive plan's general land
use guidance for the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high density residential development.
(Plarming Project File 0026)

Please clearly PMIvIT your name and address.
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Open House― Ju!Y23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the continuing planning process for Twin Lakes. The City Council's discussions over
recent months have yielded a droft rezoning of oll properties in Twin Ldkes as well as a change in the comprehensive
plan's general land use guidance for the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high-density residential development.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from the community and is a required step in the process of
seeking City approval for the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and
questions raised at the open house meeting will become part of the formal application. (Ptanning Project File 0026)
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Open House - July 23,20t5
To gather public input related to the continuing planning process for Twin Lokes. The City Council's discussions over
recent months have yielded a drdft rezoning of all properties in Twin Lakes as well as a chonge in the comprehensive
plan's general land use guidance lor the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high-density residential development.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from the community and is a required step in the process of
seeking City approval for the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and
questions raised at the open house meeting will become part of the formal application. (Planning Project File 0026)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House― July 23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the continuing plonning process for Twin Lokes. The City Council's discussions over
recent months hove yielded a draft rezoning ol oll properties in Twin Lakes as well os a change in the comprehensive
plan's generdl land use guidance for the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high-density residential development.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from the community and is a required step in the process of
seeking City approval for the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and
questions raised at the open house meeting will become part of the formal application. (Planning Project File 0026)

Pleose share your comments below:
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	Variance Board
	Regular Meeting Agenda
	Planning Commission

	Regular Meeting Agenda
	ADPF816.tmp
	City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
	Draft Minutes – Wednesday, July 1, 2015 – 5:30 p.m.
	1. Call to Order
	2. Roll Call & Introductions
	Members Present:  Chair Robert Murphy, Vice Chair James Daire, and Commissioner Chuck Gitzen
	3. Review of Minutes
	MOTION Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to approve meeting minutes of June 3, 2015 as presented.
	Ayes: 3 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	4. Public Hearings
	Chair Murphy reviewed the protocol for public hearings and subsequent process.
	a. UPLANNING FILE No. 15-013
	Request by North American Banking, owner of the property at 2230 Albert Street, for a variance to Roseville City Code, Section 1005.02.F (Materials), for a greater use of metal siding on a building exterior
	Chair Murphy opened the public hearing at approximately 5:32 p.m.
	City Planner Thomas Paschke summarized the request for this case as detailed in the project report dated July 1, 2015 and attachments. Mr. Paschke reviewed various code requirements, requested variances, and staff’s analysis of those specifics as a pr...
	Mr. Paschke noted the Bank is planning a complete and major remodeling of the Roseville branch, originally constructed as a U. S. Post Office in 1965, later remodeled into a law firm, and then morphing into the current bank use in 1998. Mr. Paschke ad...
	Member Daire noted last month’s variance request by Pizza Lucé and this request involved metal siding to be architecturally pleasing that had been discouraged in the past to avoid the use of corrugated type material for siding. Member Daire suggested ...
	Mr. Paschke reported that such a text revision was on staff’s radar for future approval by the Planning Commission to amend code as industry standards have changed since adopting the zoning code with materials now more aesthetically pleasing even beyo...
	Applicant Representative Michael Bilski, CEO of North American Banking Mr. Bilski was present, and in agreement with staff’s report and presentation.
	Chair Murphy closed the public hearing at 5:40 p.m.; no one spoke for or against.
	Member Gitzen opined the request was well presented by staff and similar to last month’s variance request as previously noted.
	MOTION Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to adopt Variance Board Resolution No. 115 (Attachment E) entitled, “A Resolution APPROVING a Variance to Roseville City Code, Section 1005.02.F (Materials), at 2230 Albert Street (PF15-013)”as corr...
	Ayes: 3 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	5. Adjournment
	Chair Murphy adjourned the meeting at approximately 5:42 p.m.

	ADP9707.tmp
	City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
	Draft Minutes – Wednesday, August 5, 2015
	3. Review of Minutes: July 1, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes
	MOTION Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Murphy to approve the July 1, 2015 meeting minutes as presented with minor subsequent typo and grammatical corrections from Members Daire and Murphy submitted to staff.
	Ayes: 7 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	a. From the Public (Public Comment on items UnotU on the agenda)
	None.
	b. From the Commission or Staff
	For information purposes, City Planner Paschke announced that the September Planning Commission docket currently had eight items; and given the extensive number of items, suggested moving the meeting up from 6:30 to 6:00 p.m.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke advised that, to-date there were no variance submittals requiring a Variance Board meeting to be held on that evening.
	By consensus of the body, Chair Boguszewski concurred with staff’s suggestion to move the meeting up to 6:00 p.m.; asking that Mr. Paschke follow-up via e-mail before the meeting with the Commission as to the refined schedule as cases continued to com...
	Member Bull asked that agenda packet materials be distributed to commissioners as soon as possible given the number of cases, and allowing sufficient review before the meeting.
	Mr. Paschke noted that staff would try to accommodate that request as much as possible; but application materials may not be completed until the Thursday or Friday immediately before the Wednesday meeting.
	Member Murphy asked for a staff update regarding the Vogel Property and expiration of the Interim Use permit.
	Mr. Paschke clarified that the Interim Use did not expire for a few years, but suggested Member Murphy may be referring to the Conditional Occupancy Permit that would be expiring shortly, and was being held up pending several conditions yet to be comp...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Community Development Director Paul Bilotta responded that the City’s Building Official typically sets a date based on when they think work can be completed. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that it was not unusual for t...
	Chair Boguszewski asked that staff provide an update at next month’s meeting on this issue; advising that if the delay is due to legitimate reasons it was understandable; however, if the owner was delaying progress, it was of concern to the Commission.
	Mr. Bilotta noted that the Vogel Company had received a bid on the fence; opining that they were as anxious as staff and the Commission to resolve these outstanding issues. Mr. Bilotta advised that staff would send an e-mail update to the Commission a...
	Chair Boguszewski reviewed the protocol for public hearings and subsequent process.
	MOTION Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Bull to approve amendment of tonight’s agenda to hear Planning File No. 15-010 before the remaining cases.
	Ayes: 7 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	a. UPLANNING FILE No. 15-010
	Request by Art Mueller for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of property addressed as 2201 Acorn Road
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-010 at approximately 6:40 p.m., noting this hearing had been continued from the July 1, 2015 meeting and tabled at that time; with subsequent withdrawal by the applicant of that applicat...
	MOTION Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to CLOSE the public hearing for Planning File 15-010: Request by Art Mueller for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT for property addressed at 2201 Acorn Road, due to withdrawal of the applicat...
	With Member Bull noting the timing for an open house for the new case and public hearing if scheduled for September, Mr. Paschke clarified that the timeframe for those events applied to when the application was actually submitted, in accordance with c...
	Ayes: 7 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	b. UPLANNING FILE No. 13-010
	Request by Hand In Hand Christian Montessori, with property owner Church of Corpus Christi, for renewed approval of the existing temporary classroom structure to remain on the property at 2131 Fairview Avenue as an INTERIM USE for an additional two years
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 13-010 at 6:43 p.m.
	Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request for a temporary classroom facility for Hand In Hand Christian Montessori (HIH) initially approved in August of 2013; and now requested for renewal as detailed and necessitated as outlined in the ...
	Mr. Lloyd noted that the recommended expiration of the renewed IU approval is to calendar year end in 2018, and intended for the use of the facility over four academic years as requested, ending in May/June of 2018, allowing the remaining 6-7 months o...
	At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Lloyd advised that staff had received no direct feedback about the new structure impacting drainage for the better or worse, other than the written material from Councilmember McGehee included in the agenda mate...
	Noting that there had been no feedback or comments from neighbors at the time of the staff report, at the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Lloyd reported that staff had received no comments since the report had been disseminated.
	In addressing the concerns raised by Councilmember McGehee, Chair Boguszewski asked if the City r the applicant was working on plans to address her concerns with drainage.
	Mr. Lloyd referenced an e-mail from City Engineer/Public Works Director Marc Culver, indicating that the City and Watershed District were working to address this broader site rather than only a system to address the temporary building. In his meetings...
	In his personal observation of the site and as addressed by Councilmember McGehee, Chair Boguszewski noted landscaping and exterior building materials, and asked if those had been resolved or were still in process.
	Mr. Lloyd advised that the reason this was coming before the Planning Commission at this time was due to the applicant seeking an additional month after the open house to address landscaping concerns, as outlined by Mr. Thompson in written comments in...
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd advised from his perspective, there was nothing that should prevent this from going ahead provided work continues to address concerns raised at the open house. As noted in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd reiterate...
	Member Daire asked if staff had observed any substandard siding or anything with the structure that would render the building unsafe.
	Mr. Lloyd stated he had not, and with this or any institutional zoned district building exterior, structures needed to be in compliance with City Code for design and material standards as well as in compliance with the City and State Building Code to ...
	Member Daire clarified for his personal edification that any reference to “substandard siding” simply referred to materials and therefore did not render the building unsafe for occupancy.
	UApplicant Representatives
	Brent Thompson, Hand In Hand Christian Montessori (HIH)
	Mr. Thompson thanked those Planning Commissioners who’d attended their informational meetings.
	For the record and since that meeting, Mr. Thompson advised that revised landscaping had been completed around the entire building and edging put in place, based on a agreement with the church to maintain the grounds, and addressing concerns raised at...
	For information purpose, Mr. Thompson displayed and provided as a bench handout, attached hereto and made a part hereof, a two-page site plan and a concept exterior planting visual of the site.
	Mr. Thompson reviewed the existing storm structure with 100% of stormwater runoff on Eldridge Avenue, coming down the street from all properties to the catch basin and then directed straight out to Fairview Avenue. Mr. Thompson noted that the new syst...
	Mr. Thompson noted that previous complaints heard were that, when a large rain event occurred, the catch basin backed up. Mr. Thompson noted that a solution involved working with the City Engineer and an engineer hired by HIH for installation of a dra...
	Steve Mastey, Landscape Architecture Incorporated, 856 Raymond Ave, St. Paul
	Mr. Mastey briefly revised examples of potential plant materials; and noted their work with the City’s Environmental Engineer Ryan Johnson; advising that the core project had already been approved and funded by the Rice Creek Watershed District and Ra...
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Mastey advised that modeling for the ponds and their size and grading was still in process, and would be contoured to allow for two shallow pools – one smaller and one larger – to store and cleanse water, and allowi...
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Mastey advised that depending on the depth of the ponds, it was yet to be determined if a safety fence would be needed, but anticipated shallower depths and pond design for a sub-drainage system underneath to avoid ...
	Member Daire stated that he saw this as a creative solution for the ponding and runoff problem in this area; but also noted his concerns and potential unintended consequences if it created any safety challenges for children at the school and/or church.
	UPublic Comment
	Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 7:06 p.m.; no one spoke for or against.
	Member Murphy noted for the record that one Councilmember and three Planning Commissioners had attended the open house for this project; and expressed his appreciation to the applicant, City staff and the watershed district for their efforts in addres...
	Member Bull, based on his attendance at the open house and viewing of the facility, stated that it was a phenomenal facility, and gave no indication it was a temporary building.
	Chair Boguszewski agreed with his colleagues, opining that this was very well thought-out, and created a positive rather than a negative for this neighborhood.
	MOTION Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City Council renewed approval of the temporary classroom facility as an INTERIM USE at 2131 Fairview Avenue; based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the project ...
	Ayes: 7 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	This case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their August 24, 2015 meeting.
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Paschke reviewed the process for this application moving forward. Mr. Paschke noted that typically, stormwater projects didn’t come before the Planning Commission, and if significant issues were involved, would go d...
	Mr. Paschke offered to send the Commission detailed plans at their request, with Member Daire expressed appreciation for that offer, noting it was turning out to be an interesting planning project.
	c. UPLANNING FILE No. 15-015
	Request by United Properties for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of land in the southeast corner of Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-015 at 7:08 p.m.
	Member Murphy advised Chair Boguszewski that he would be recusing himself from this discussion in lieu of any potential conflict of interest, as he was a member of the Board of Directors for a Cooperative that was still doing business with United Prop...
	In his review of the staff report and attachments, Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd noted the Preliminary Plat included was inaccurate as it had omitted in its entirety the city-owned parcel on the southern most edge, and with the updated August 3, 2015 as ...
	Mr. Lloyd reviewed the existing storm sewer easement and infrastructure on the property, and subsequent proposed vacation and dedication of a new easement and storm sewer line as part of the new plat. Mr. Lloyd noted that the Public Works/Engineering ...
	As indicated in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd noted the preliminary tree preservation plan, and advised that the City’s consulting arborist was in the audience to address any questions with the preliminary calculations based on required tree plantings o...
	Mr. Lloyd advised that staff would be recommending an additional or revised condition for approval as part of their recommendation, since at the time of the staff report; there had been no recommendation from the City related to a park dedication.
	In context, Community Development Director Paul Bilotta noted that this application was for an easy subdivision. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that this project developer was also the controlling developer for the former Owasso School site, location of t...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta advised that, at this time, the developer estimated a total of 116 units; and confirmed that the $3,500 park dedication fee was a standard per unit cost.
	In conclusion, staff recommended approval of the revised Preliminary Plat dated August 3, 2015 including Lot 2; based on the conditions outlined in the staff report, in addition to the additional condition as detailed by Mr. Bilotta. Mr. Lloyd suggest...
	Chair Boguszewski clarified that, if Condition C remained as currently written in the staff report, and subsequently it was found that getting 365 trees on the site after construction, the applicant could then choose to come forward with a Variance re...
	Given the sensitivity of and interest by the community in tree preservation, and personally as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski asked that staff make sure that it is clearly understood by the applicant that any future Variance is not a given...
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd clarified the location of the replacement storm water easement.
	At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that the identity of the city-owned parcel, identified as Lot 2, was addressed as 2668 Lexington Avenue N. Also, Mr. Lloyd confirmed for Member Cunningham that because this subdivision was for l...
	At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Bilotta confirmed that current negotiations would determine ultimate ownership of Lot 2; originally a single-family lot, but currently designated multi-family zoning. As part of those negotiations, Mr. Bilotta conf...
	As noted by Member Gitzen, Mr. Lloyd clarified that his intent was not to indicate any additional dedication required on the north end on Woodhill Drive, but simply to recognize that street with rights-of-way for verification through the process.
	Member Bull asked for staff to address the characteristics for the driveway on Lot 2, and whether there would be additional hard cover to extend the driveway.
	Mr. Bilotta advised that, while this is a city lot, as part of the broader look with any and all property acquisition, it was intended as the entry point to serve this area, along with any necessary easements for surrounding properties as part of the ...
	If the ownership of Lot 2 is not transferred, Member Stellmach asked if it would be possible for that access point to be moved further north or if there were additional restrictions.
	Mr. Bilotta responded that if Lot 2 was ultimately not part of the project, reminding the Commission that it was not approving any Preliminary Site Plan for that portion of the project (Old Owasso School site) at this time, the applicant would need to...
	At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Bilotta noted that no traffic studies had been required, since this was proposed as an assisted living use, and therefore any significant increase in vehicles per day would be minimal. From his best recollection...
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the proposed facility was 2-3 levels, with the lower level of the facility being 10-12’ below the driveway coming off Lexington Avenue, and with two entry points, one at the top level and one lo...
	Based on the traffic expectations addressed by staff in their report, Chair Boguszewski asked if staff was comfortable that current development plans would address current and future traffic on Lexington Avenue with only minor adjustments. Given the b...
	Mr. Bilotta had since obtained current traffic number data from his office; and advised that, whether or not a traffic study was deemed appropriate, the Commission could add it as a condition for approval. While an assisted living facility would gener...
	Member Cunningham asked if there was a reason why access had to be on Lexington Avenue as opposed to Oxford Street, opining that an access point there seemed of less impact to her.
	Mr. Paschke reviewed the location of the propose main access, as well as drop-off and pick-up points for workers and/or guests of Oxford Street and Woodhill Drive, considered as the back parking lot due to grade and what seemed to work out most approp...
	From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski addressed internal traffic circulation for this HDR designated property and steps to adequately address and not degrade the quality of life for those single-family residential properties in the area. Ch...
	At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Bilotta further reviewed traffic volume calculations in this area, currently and with the addition of 116 units for assistant living housing; and compared this development with that of the Lexington Apartment comple...
	At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the process for Preliminary Plat approval: with the public hearing before the Planning Commission, followed by City Council action on the Preliminary Plat based on the Commission’s recommendation...
	At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that the property was currently zoned HDR; and since the actual development plan had yet to be reviewed or approved, the number of units and size of the area with or without Lot 2 was not yet done.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta was charged with drafting appropriate language for an additional condition requiring a traffic study as part of the Commission’s recommendation to the City Council.
	Applicant/Developer Representative, Mark Nelson, United Properties
	Mr. Nelson addressed questions raised by commissioners from the developer’s perspective. Specific to Lot 2, Mr. Nelson suggested this not be a major concern at this time, as the developer negotiated on a broader front and based on the long-term vision...
	In focusing on just this development and not the overall plan for this block, Mr. Nelson noted and displayed the current tree preservation plan, noting that some on Lexington Avenue and others on Woodhill Drive were not included for saving due to thei...
	As to why the site plan was laid out as shown, Mr. Nelson advised that they ran into fill on the eastern portion of the site, directly in half on Woodhill Drive – apparently consisting of road debris which they had attempted to address through the sit...
	Regarding grading of the site and levels for entries, Mr. Nelson clarified those levels, each accessed differently; and reviewed locations for employee, visitor and other parking and signage to direct that internal traffic flow for the best functionin...
	Regarding concerns about an overlap to the east, Mr. Nelson stated he did not feel there was an overlap, even though the updated survey called out Lot 2, with that city-owned parcel overlapping on the development; and advised that a similar situation ...
	Specific to density, Mr. Nelson noted that this property was currently zoned high-density residential (HDR), and given the size of the parcel could accommodate about 118-120 units; with their development anticipating 115 units of assisted living/memor...
	Mr. Nelson advised that even though HDR was the designated zoning for this type of density, with no access system surrounding the development according to current code requirements, the developer was willing to conduct a traffic study to address any c...
	In conclusion, Mr. Nelson stated that United Properties was a local developer, having worked in and around Roseville for a number of years, previously known for commercial developments, and then moving onto senior residential housing options, developi...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that this proposed development was well within the scale and mass of current city code that was a potential expectation of this type of site.
	Mr. Nelson expressed United Properties’ interest in further development as negotiations continue for the adjacent properties (former Owasso School site); offering that their intent was to hold a joint open house for both sites and developments at that...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Nelson advised that an anticipated 35 FTE (full-time equivalent employees) with a total of fifty employees, with shifts probably in the range of 25-30 employees per shift. Mr. Nelson further responded that he w...
	At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Nelson clarified the entrances to the site from Lexington Avenue and Woodhill Drive in accessing the first level of the buildings as grading changes on the lot.
	UPublic Comment
	Mike Flanagan, 1016 Woodhill
	Mr. Flanagan reminded everyone that Woodhill Drive was still a county road, which should be considered in discussions regarding easements.
	Also, noting current stormwater pooling during heavy rains on the 1059 and 1051 addressed parcels, Mr. Flanagan asked that developers use caution in moving and relocating stormwater management to take advantage of the lowest point on Woodhill Drive to...
	While understanding this is a preliminary plat, Mr. Flanagan stated “we love our trees,” and noted a recent development (Josephine Heights) immediately north on Lexington Avenue where a majority of the mature trees had been removed to make room for th...
	While recognizing that United Properties may be able to replace trees on other lots, since this will add additional traffic to the area, Mr. Flanagan asked that it be made as attractive as possible, making it better than it is currently without losing...
	Regarding any park dedication fee, if it was going to be used elsewhere in the community instead of immediately adjacent to this site, Mr. Flanagan asked that it not be too far from the development area to keep the money in the neighborhood.
	Mr. Flanagan admitted he and other neighbors were concerned about additional traffic, especially with weekend traffic being heavier, and in light of the potential development at the other end of the block having even more impact; again asking that the...
	Based on the type of facility and limited resident vehicles for this use, Mr. Flanagan asked why the developer needed a garage and also asked how large that garage would be.
	Mr. Nelson
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Nelson responded that the garage floor would have approximately fifty parking stalls, and since this facility will offer a continuum of care and services, there may be a few residents that will initially retain...
	Regarding stormwater management, Mr. Nelson advised that the development proposed to relocate the sanitary sewer line, not the storm sewer line, since right now, for whatever reason, if followed a straight line south of Woodhill Drive running directly...
	As far as stormwater management was addressed, Mr. Nelson advised that they would continue to work with the city and watershed district, with the district already having provided conditional approval for their proposal. Mr. Nelson noted this involved ...
	Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive
	As a resident in this location for fifty-two years and observing the many changes to the area, Ms. Berry noted her enjoyment during those years in viewing the natural area directly south of her property. Ms. Berry expressed appreciation that the acces...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd clarified access points for the proposed development in relationship for Ms. Berry.
	Ms. Berry expressed concern with the current number of school bus stops and children along Woodhill Drive, even though it provided a wonderful neighborhood for aging in place, but asked that the developer and city be aware of and responsive to that sa...
	Ms. Berry expressed appreciation for the efforts to save trees, and while realizing redevelopment was inevitable, she noted the fill – road debris – on site and past experience with illegal dumping and her many phone calls and staff responses in regul...
	While recognizing this development would result in a significant change to the neighborhood, she hoped the developer would provide an attractive site, with well-controlled traffic, and that they remain cognizant of children and their safety in that ne...
	Tongue in cheek, Ms. Berry suggested it would be ideal if the facility was built in time for her to simply move across the street when it came time for her to move from her single-family home.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke advised that typically a traffic study would use vehicle counters to study raw traffic data and how traffic was disbursing from the area during morning and evening peak hours. However, Mr. Paschke advis...
	Benna Sydow, 2750 N Oxford Street
	Mr. Sydow questioned the number of surface area parking spaces in the development.
	Mr. Nelson responded that approximately fifty were anticipated, similar to the number offered in the garage area; with 6-8 spaces on the Lexington Avenue side, and the remaining located on the Woodhill Drive/Oxford Street side.
	Mr. Sydow expressed his concern with garbage trucks and access to the site; as well as accommodating sidewalks for pedestrians in the area, especially given the number of children in the neighborhood and accessing Central park. Mr. Sydow opined that s...
	Mr. Sydow further opined that this type of project is encouraging for Roseville and the need for senior housing; and expressed his appreciation of the possibility of being able to simply move down the street when the time came to consider other housin...
	Dwight Gange, 2723 Oxford Street
	Mr. Gange sought clarification as to the traffic study and whether it looked at foot traffic or just that of vehicles.
	Chair Boguszewski responded that generally the traffic study calculated vehicle traffic and differences between current and projected increases.
	Mr. Gange asked if this facility included independent and assisted living units, opining that depending on how many were independent units it could also impact not only vehicular traffic but pedestrian traffic in the neighborhood.
	Mr. Nelson confirmed that both would be included, and the percentage breakdowns between the two types of units would vary, depending on the need. Mr. Nelson estimated initially independent units may represent about one-third or 40% of the available un...
	With no one else appearing to speak, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 8:21 p.m.
	UCommission Discussion
	After public comment, Chair Boguszewski opined that he was even more convinced that a traffic study was needed. While the preliminary plat met all code requirements and it was recognized that the plan was not written in stone at this point of the deve...
	Mr. Lloyd acknowledged that comment; however, he clarified that a preliminary plat’s intent was at its core required to address boundaries and easements; with the proposal for actual development illustrated in the meeting materials only intended as a ...
	Chair Boguszewski noted conditions for approval of this preliminary plat already outlined in the staff report as defined by staff; and recognized the potential for additional conditions as well.
	Member Daire sought clarification on the trigger requiring a developer to hold an open house and how that related to this proposal and preliminary plat.
	Mr. Lloyd clarified that, since this development was under the subdivision threshold of four lots, with it currently being four lots creating two in replatting, the developer had not been required to hold an open house.
	Member Daire noted that this public hearing may represent the only and first opportunity, given the number of neighbors present in tonight’s audience, that the neighborhood had gotten details on the project.
	Mr. Lloyd acknowledged that this may be the case; but further noted that the process was typical for a public hearing on a preliminary plat with a development proposal going along with it on the same parallel course. As Mr. Nelson stated earlier in hi...
	In his service on the City’s Task Force reviewing and revising zoning notification areas, Member Daire noted that he had become very sensitive to the need to involve neighbors early on in discussions. As a matter of courtesy, Member Daire suggested it...
	Mark Nelson
	Mr. Nelson reiterated the developer’s commitment to holding an open house, but admitted the timing had gotten off track, and their original intent had been to discuss both projects at the same time. However, due to unforeseen issues, Mr. Nelson noted ...
	Chair Boguszewski recognized that the developer was operating under current city code and not being required to hold an open house, and reiterated that the developer was not attempting to evade holding an open house.
	Mr. Nelson noted that, for a considerable time during the planning process, the developer didn’t even think there would be a need to plat the property for this project, other than through the administrative approval process. However, once it became ev...
	To further clarify for the benefit of the public, Chair Boguszewski noted that both he and Member Daire served on the Task Force previously referenced by Member Daire; and further noted that the Task Force was supported by Mr. Paschke and Mr. Bilotta ...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that it was prudent that the Roseville public be aware that the City desired to continue improving the process.
	Mr. Paschke noted, in this unique instance, the developer was not required to plat the property and they could have simply subdivided the property without any project. Mr. Paschke clarified that when talking about extending the notification process fo...
	Member Daire noted a recent parking lot resurfacing project occurring near a citizen’s home and their questioning of why they were not notified of that occurring. Member Daire noted his surprise with that statement, and reiterated that it had made him...
	While recognizing no fault with the developer, and specific to the work of the Task Force, Member Cunningham asked that her colleagues bring this particular example to the Task Force as evidence of the need to modify current practices and processes. M...
	Member Stellmach noted that, since this property was zoned HDR, a much denser project could have been possible. Member Stellmach stated this represented a good project for the overall neighborhood, and offered his support for the proposal.
	Member Gitzen stated the neighbors had brought forward good comments, and thanked Mr. Nelson for immediately responding to those concerns and comments; and offered his support of the project.
	Member Bull expressed appreciation for the good information received and organization of the presentation and public comments; and offered his support of the project.
	Finding himself generally supportive of the idea, Member Daire offered his support of the project as well.
	Chair Boguszewski agreed with comments of his colleagues, and as noted by Member Stellmach something much worse than this proposal on this HDR-zoned parcel could occur. Chair Boguszewski noted that this addressed the needs for additional senior housin...
	Regarding resident comments regarding tree replacement, Chair Boguszewski noted that while suggestions for planting trees along the Woodhill Drive boulevard or on private property may be a future possibility, under current code, the developer was requ...
	On that note, Mr. Paschke advised that the September Planning Commission agenda tentatively scheduled a presentation of the current tree preservation ordinance and initial draft for an update, which may shed light on some of those very issues.
	Member Daire noted the creative input provided by neighbors tonight in replacing aging or dying trees on private property using the tree preservation requirements, even though admitting he didn’t know the legal or other ramifications for such an optio...
	MOTION Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT dated August 3, 2015 for Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington, generally comprising the property at 2668 – 2688 Lexingt...
	 Revise Condition C as presented in the staff report to state that “The applicant shall pay park dedication fees in the amount of $3,500 per unit.”
	 New Condition: “The applicant shall complete a traffic study for this project. The traffic study will be reviewed by and any required mitigation efforts approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of a building permit.”
	 New Condition: “The applicant is hereby made aware that any future variance requests will be evaluated on their individual merits; and this conditioned preliminary plat approval does not nor will have any impact on that variance process, if needed, ...
	Ayes: 6 Nays: 0 Abstentions: 1 (Murphy) Motion carried.
	This case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their August 24, 2015 meeting.
	Chair Boguszewski adjourned at approximately 8:40 p.m.




